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The Senate met at 10 a.m., on the ex
piration of the recess, and was called to 
order by the Honorable THOMAS A. 
DASCHLE, a Senator from the State of 
South Dakota. 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore [Mr. BYRD]. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
the following letter: 

(Legislative day of Thursday, March 26, 1992) 

To the Senate: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
Washington, DC, June 5, 1992. 

RECESS UNTIL 9 A.M., TUESDAY, 
JUNE 9, 1992 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate stands in recess until the hour 
of 9 o'clock a.m. on Tuesday, June 9, 
1992. 

Under the provisions of rule I, section 3, of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable THOMAS A. DASCHLE, a 
Senator from the State of South Dakota, to 
perform the duties of the Chair. 

ROBERT c. BYRD, Thereupon, at 10 o'clock and 30 sec-
President pro tempore. onds a.m., the Senate recessed, under 

Mr. DASCHLE thereupon assumed the order of Thursday, June 4, 1992, 
the chair as Acting President pro tern- until Tuesday, June 9, 1992, at 9 a.m. 
pore. 

• This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Friday, June 5, 1992 
The House met at 9 a.m. a.nd was 

called to order by the Speaker protem
pore [Mr. MONTGOMERY]. 

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be
fore the House the following commu
nication from the Speaker: 

WASHING'l'ON, DC, 
June 5, 1992. 

I hereby designate the Honorable G.V. 
(SONNY) MONTGOMERY to a~t as Speaker pro 
tempore on this day. 

THOMAS S. FOLEY, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

PRAYER 
The Chaplain, Rev. James David 

Ford, D.D., offered the following pray
er: 

You have called us, gracious God, to 
care for each other's needs, to bear 
each other's burdens, to share together 
in the tasks that must be accom
plished, and to celebrate the unity you 
have given us in our common creat10n. 
We recognize that we can serve You, 0 
God, by serving others and we are 
thankful for the opportunities to use 
our abilities in such service. 

On this day we are aware of the 
splendid record of service by the pages 
who serve so faithfully in this place. As 
they return to their communities and 
to new avenues of service, we pray 
Your blessing upon each one of them 
and upon their families and ask that 
Your good spirit and benediction will 
be with them now and evermore. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day's proceedings and announces 
to the House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour
nal stands approved. 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Pledge of Allegiance will be led by the 
gentleman from California [Mr. HuN
TER]. 

Mr. HUNTER led the Pledge of Alle
giance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the Unit
ed States of America, and to the Republic for 
which it stands, one nation under God, indi
visible, with liberty and justice for all. 

REQUEST TO VITIATE VOTES AND 
TO PUT THE QUESTION AGAIN 
TODAY IN COMMITTEE OF THE 
WHOLE ON AMENDMENTS OF
FERED BY MR. OWENS OF UTAH 
AND MR. ROHRABACHER 
Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, 

I ask unanimous consent that the votes 
on the amendments by the gentleman 
from Utah [Mr. OWENS] and the gen
tleman from California [Mr. 
ROHRABACHER] be vitiated and the 
question be put again on those ame.nd
ments to immediately follow the first 
recorded vote for the Committee of the 
Whole today. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from California? 

Mr. HUNTER. Reserving the right to 
object, Mr. Speaker, and I have re
served the right to object in order to 
allow the gentleman from California 
(Mr. ROHRABACHER] to speak to this 
issue that he has brought before the 
House this morning, and I yield to the 
gentleman from California to explain 
it. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank my colleague, the gentleman 
from California, for yielding to me and 
for giving me the opportunity to ex
press what this unanimous-consent re
quest is all about. 

After a great deal of effort put forth 
by a number of Members of Congress 
last night because a rule was in effect, 
that was actually the first time this 
rule had ever been in effect in the his
tory of the House of Representatives, 
there were five Members on the floor 
who expected to have a vote on the 
issue at hand, an amendment that we 
have been requesting, and Members on 
the floor, the gentlewoman from Cali
fornia [Ms. WATERS], the gentleman 
from California [Mr. TORRES], the gen
tleman from California [Mr. DORNAN], 
the gentleman from California [Mr. AN
DERSON], and myself fully expected 
that we had been guaranteed a re
corded vote on our amendment, the 
amendment concerning the Depart
ment of Defense authorization bill and 
a limitation on bidding for various 
shipyards in California. 

As we were in the hall, we actually 
were in the hall fully expecting that we 
had already established our right to a 
recorded vote, and in a totally unprece
dented rule on how this would be 
achieved, we let that opportunity go by 
even though we were here, which indi
cates that each of us were totally ex
pecting that we had the right to a re
corded vote. 

This unanimous-request consent is 
actually asking for a courtesy by our 
fellow Members that we would extend 
to any Member who felt that he had 
been wrongly denied a recorded vote on 
an issue that he was here and prepared 
to defend. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUNTER. I yield to the gen
tleman from New York. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, let me 
say to the gentleman and to the Speak
er and to the parliamentarians, this is 
a very unusual situation. When we are 
in the House, it is normal procedure to 
be able to vacate a proceeding and have 
a vote at a later date, but under this 
particular rule we are in the Commit
tee of the Whole. The rule itself says 
that the Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole may postpone until a time 
during further consideration in the 
Committee of the Whole a request for a 
recorded vote, and it goes on with 
other language. 

The problem, Mr. Speaker, and to the 
parliamentarians, is that if we are 
going to have an action like this, in 
other words we need to be able to have 
at least a request for a recorded vote 
while there is a community of interest 
on the floor. 

Now, the same situation I think oc
curred with the Owens amendment. I 
do not happen to support the Owens 
amendment, but it is a very unusual 
circumstance. I think we really need to 
clarify this on the floor today and also 
to set precedents for the future, be
cause we, in the Rules Committee, do 
want to accommodate. We want to be 
able to cluster votes. 

I see nothing wrong with clustering 
votes but in this particular situation, 
in both the Owens amendment and in 
the Rohrabacher-Hunter-Cunningham 
situation, the community of interest 
had actually left the floor, so that 
when a request was made to have 25 
Members stand, there was no one on 
the floor to stand. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUNTER. I am glad to yield to 
the gentleman from California. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, 
with all due respect, the gentleman 
from California [Mr. ROHRABACHER] 
was standing right there passing out 
literature when that request was made 
on the floor. 

The gentleman from California [Mr. 
DORNAN] was in the back. So, there 
were Members here. 

As a matter of fact, I heard the gen
tlewoman from California say, "Well, I 

DThis symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., D 1407 is 2:07 p.m. 

Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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was waiting for you to make a protest 
or call for a vote." 

The vote was never called for under 
the rule. 

We beat this thing in the committee. 
We beat this thing last night and that 
should be the end of it. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman continue to yield? 

Mr. HUNTER. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I would 
say to all the Members here, I am not 
taking sides on the amendment. I am 
not here to argue the merits of the 
amendment. I am here to argue on fair
ness for Members on both sides of the 
aisle. 

We really do need to get this cleared 
up. I do not know what can be done, 
but perhaps if a ruling is made, we 
could get together with the Speaker 
and with the Parliamentarians to de
termine what we are going to do about 
these two situations and what we are 
going to do about future situations like 
this, because it just is not fair for 
Members to have a vote postponed and 
then have that community of interest 
leave the floor, regardless of what the 
situation was and who was present at 
the time. We need to get this clarified 
so that we do not run into this problem 
again in the future. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUNTER. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman from California for yielding 
to me. 

Let me just say to all the gentlemen 
here that as far as the Democratic side 
and the Committee on Armed Services, 
we have no objection to votes on either 
of these amendments. We would be 
happy to let the House work its will on 
either, and frankly expected that we 
would have votes on both of those last 
night. 

I think the problem is, I tell the gen
tleman from New York, the problem is 
in the rule. It was either not clear in 
the rule or not made clear at the time 
the rule passed as to what the ground 
rules were as far as clustering votes; 
but I just want everybody to under
stand that whatever is decided here 
with regard to the vote is fine with us. 

0 0910 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUNTER. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, 
when I was in about my second month, 
there was a parliamentary mistake, 
and someone objected, and I was 
forced, because of the rule, not to be 
able to offer an amendment. This is the 
same exact situation. Everyone here 
had a fair shake. I stood there, and, if 
it would have been the other way, I 
would have asked for a vote. The vote 

was not called for under the rule as it 
existed. 

Everyone had a fair shake. The gen
tleman that presented the amendment 
was standing right there, and he had 
the same opportunity. 

Now I know the movement of this 
House and the way the rules work. The 
gentleman from California [Mr. DEL
LUMS], one of the chairmen, is in sup
port of this amendment, and that is the 
way it is going to go. If it does not go 
that way on a vote, I will eat the 
amendment. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, reclaim
ing my time for just a moment here, 
the facts are that, No. 1, the onus was 
on, of course, the gentleman who of
fered the amendment in the absence of 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
DYMALLY] because the committee posi
tion was against this particular posi
tion, and the vote was suspended, and, 
when the voting process was placed 
back before the committee, the Chair 
very clearly said that a vote had been 
called on this amendment, or had been 
requested on this amendment, and the 
RECORD will bear this out, and would 
those who are in favor of voting stand, 
and at that point it was late at night, 
and in my estimation the lateness of 
the hour, and the feelings by many 
Members on the floor that we had gone 
far beyond the allotted time and the 
frustration that they were not being 
able to leave at what they considered 
to be a decent hour, I think, was a fac
tor in this. 

Mr. Speaker, Members simply did not 
stand, but the communication was 
made from the Chair to everyone, in a 
full clear voice to everyone in the Com
mittee, that, if they so desired a vote, 
they should stand, as we have done 
many, many times, and for whatever 
reason Members did not stand, and I 
have feelings for the gentleman from 
California [Mr. ROHRABACHER] and his 
excellent representation of the people 
in his community. I must say that my
self, and the gentleman from California 
[Mr. CUNNINGHAM] and the gentleman 
from California [Mr. PACKARD] also 
have a duty of representation toward 
our constituents, and for that reason 
we are constrained to object. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUNTER. I yield one last time to 
the gentleman from California, and 
then I am going to object. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, it 
is very clear what is going on here. The 
gentleman from California [Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM] just noted when he was 
here for 2 months that he made a mis
take on interpreting a rule, and he did 
not get to do something. We are not 
talking about Members who have been 
Members for 2 months, like Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM. We are talking about a 
situation where we have five relatively 
senior Members who did not under
stand what that rule was because there 

was something wrong with the rule. In 
fact, this was the first time in the his
tory of this body that that rule had 
been used. 

Mr. Speaker, that is the reason why 
we have a problem here. This is not the 
problem of someone who legitimately, 
one individual Congressman who made 
a mistake. This is a situation where we 
have five long-time Members of Con
gress who understand the rules, who 
were under the impression that a vote, 
a recorded vote, had been guaranteed 
to them. We were in the Hall. The fact 
that one could point to us and say, 
"Yes, he was there, and he had his op
portunity," and that I did not step for
ward, nor did the gentlewoman from 
California [Ms. WATERS], the gen
tleman from California [Mr. TORRES], 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
DORNAN], or the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. ANDERSON] who were also in 
the Hall, indicate that a wrong has 
been done in the sense that something 
was communicated to us which now 
has denied us a right to a recorded 
vote. 

Mr. Speaker, this is very dissimilar 
from a freshman Congressman here 2 
months not understanding the rules. 
This rule has never been used before. It 
would be a travesty to deny five Mem
bers, long-time Members of Congress, 
what they believe they had, a right to 
a recorded vote. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, if I could 
reclaim my time, let me just say to my 
friend, "If you look at the history of 
the House, the time when the Members 
are most reluctant to stand up for are
corded vote is usually late at night, 
and that's not because they didn't 
hear. It's usually because they're not 
inclined to want to take a recorded 
vote." 

Now, the Chairman very clearly, in a 
very clear voice, said that a recorded 
vote-first it was announced to the en
tire Committee that the votes would be 
rolled, and people knew that. Everyone 
knew that, and, when that time came 
about, it was announced in a very clear 
voice that a vote had been requested 
and for those Members who were in
clined to want to vote to stand, and 
Members simply did not want to stand, 
and because of that and because, I 
think, of our responsibility to rep
resent our constituents, just as the 
gentleman from Long Beach has a re
sponsibility to represent his constitu
ents, I am inclined to object. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUNTER. I yield one last time to 
the gentleman from California, and 
then I am going to object. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from California 
[Mr. HUNTER], and to my friend, the 
gentleman from California [Mr. 
ROHRABACHER], the case was not that 
the Members did not understand, the 
five Members. If he will refresh his 
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memory, the gentlewoman from Cali
fornia [Ms. WATERS] walked up to him 
last night and stated, "Mr. 
ROHRABACHER, I kept waiting for you 
to call for a vote, and you didn't do it." 
She understood the rule, this freshman 
understood the rule, and I cannot be
lieve that five Members did not under
stand the rule. 

Mr. Speaker, the whole House was 
sitting here under the same cir
cumstances where the Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole House asked 
for people to stand and be counted for 
a vote. No one wanted to do that, and, 
under the rules of the House, this is the 
way it should fall in my opinion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MONTGOMERY) . Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Califor
nia? 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I object. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec

tion is heard. 

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1993 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu

ant to House Resolution 474 and rule 
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill, H.R. 5006. 

D 0918 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the fur
ther consideration of the bill (H.R. 
5006) to authorize appropriations for 
fiscal year 1993 for military functions 
of the Department of Defense, to pre
scribe military personnel levels for fis
cal year 1993, and for other purposes, 
with Mr. SANGMEISTER (Chairman pro 
tempore) in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. When 

the Committee of the Whole rose on 
Thursday, June 4, 1992, amendment No. 
71, printed in part II of House Report 
102-545, offered by the gentleman from 
Colorado [Mr. SKAGGS] had been dis
posed of. 

It is now in order to consider amend
ment No. 10 printed in part I of House 
Report 102-545. 

It is now in order to consider amend
ment No. 11 printed in part I of House 
Report 102-545. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DELLUMS 
Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol

lows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. DELLUMS: 

Strike out sections 232 and 233 (page 39, line 
19, through pag·e 43, line 8) and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 
SEC. 232. STRATEGIC DEFENSE INITIATIVE LIMI· 

TATIONS. 
(a) REPEAL OJ? MISSILE DEFENSE ACT OF 

1991.-The Missile Defense Act of 1991 (part C 
of title II of Public 102- 190) is repealed. 

(b) TERMINATION OF SDIO.-The Secretary 
of Defense shall terminate the organization 
within the Department of Defense known as 
the Strategic Defense Initiative Organiza
tion and shall reassign the functions of that 
organization to the military departments 
and the Defense Agencies as the Secretary 
considers appropriate. 

(c) SDI FUNCTIONS LIMITED TO BASIC RE
SEARCH.- Funds appropriated or otherwise 
made available for the Strategic Defense Ini
tiative for fiscal year 1993 may only be obli
gated for basic research programs. 

(d) FISCAL YEAR 1993 FUNDING.-Of the 
amounts appropriated pursuant to section 
201 or otherwise made available to the De
partment of Defense for fiscal year 1993 for 
research, development, test, and evaluation, 
not more than $1,200,000,000 may be obligated 
for the Strategic Defense Initiative. The 
amount provided in section 201 for the De
fense Agencies is hereby reduced by 
$1,039,775,000. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there a Member opposed to the amend
ment of the gentleman from Califor
nia? 

Mr. KYL. I am opposed to the amend
ment, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from California [Mr. DEL
LUMS] will be recognized for 15 minutes 
and the gentleman from Arizona [Mr. 
KYL] will be recognized for 15 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California [Mr. DELLUMS]. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the 
Committee, the Dellums-Boxer amend
ment would do four things: One, repeal 
the Missile Defense Act; two, termi
nate the Strategic Defense Initiative 
Organization; three, limit the research 
and strategic defense technology to 
basic research only; and, finally, to 
fund the basic research at the level of 
$1.2 billion in fiscal year 1993. 

Mr. Chairman, in the past the Star 
Wars Program has been a misconceived 
initiative wasting billions of taxpayers' 
dollars in the pursuit of a never-end
ing, always-changing variety of basing 
modes and questionable technologies. 

D 0920 
Since the passage of last year's Mis

sile Defense Act, it has gone from are
search program to an accelerated 1 unge 
for deployment. 

What it contemplated, Mr. Chairman, 
in the Missile Defense Act of last year 
is a so-called treaty compliant ground
based strategic defense system at 
Grand Forks, and beyond that, mul
tiple sites at several different places 
throughout the country. Third, space
based sensors, perhaps even space
based interceptors of a full-blown sys
tem. 

Mr. Chairman, at a time when our 
Nation faces its most urgent problems 
in its cities, in its classrooms, and in 
its very soul, we are being asked to ap
prove a $4.3 billion budget in 1 year 
alone to protect us from a barely imag
inable, highly unlikely, military threat 

far off in the future. This figure, if ap
proved, may very well climb even high
er in conference with the other body. 

The strategic defense initiative 
should have been stopped, Mr. Chair
man, when it was still being packaged 
as an umbrella like shield over the en
tire United States, picking off all in
coming missiles from a massive strate
gic attack by the Soviet Union, in this 
gentleman's opinion, a flight into fan
tasy. 

Now, as world events and techno
logical shortcomings make that sce
nario laughable, it has been repackaged 
to address the newly discovered threat 
of limited accidental or unauthorized 
launches from the former Soviet 
Union, or from potential strikes by sui
cidal Third World leaders. 

The Missile Defense Act was passed 
after only one and one-half days of de
bate on the floor of the other body, 
with no hearings, Mr. Chairman, and 
no hearings and no debate in these 
Chambers, the House of Representa
tives. 

While defense spending is coming 
under increasingly intense scrutiny, 
the fiscal year 1993 request by the ad
ministration for SDI funding, $5.4 bil
lion, represents a 32-percent increase 
over fiscal year 1992, and a whopping 
75-percent increase over fiscal year 
1991. 

Committee funding to the tune of $4.3 
billion represents a 23-percent increase 
over the House-passed level of 1991, and 
an 87-percent increase over the House
passed level in 1990. At a time when the 
military budget is on the decline, you 
can see that the one portion of this 
budget that is dramatically escalating 
is our commitment to SDI and our 
commitment to deploy a system at 
Grand Forks and other sites with dubi
ous value. 

Having made those initial remarks, 
Mr. Chairman, let me make the follow
ing observations. The Dellums-Boxer 
amendment with the repeal of the Mis
sile Defense Act separates out the 
funding of theater missile defense tech
nologies and speaks only to the funding 
of SDIO and strategic defense tech
nologies. It provides the opportunity to 
continue research, basic research, and I 
underscore that for the purposes of em
phasis, a robust $1.2 billion, no small 
amount of money. But more impor
tantly, it would end the costly, waste
ful, and unnecessary star wars pro
gram. 

A comment with respect to the ABM 
Treaty, Mr. Chairman: The strategic 
defense initiative, and in this gentle
man's opinion the Missile Defense Act, 
have represented a concerted attack on 
the efficacy of the ABM Treaty, the ad
ministration's plan, and the bipartisan 
plan offered by our distinguished col
leagues, the leaders of the Committee 
on Armed Services and the other body, 
which would each require the ABM 
Treaty to be either abrogated or to be 
dramatically renegotiated. 
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It has a lways been the position of 

this gentleman that whenever we 
confront the possibility of abrogating a 
treaty or dramatically or drastically 
renegotiating a treaty, that we should 
treat very lightly. 

The ABM Treaty abrogated or sig
nificantly renegotiated in this gentle
man 's opinion would generate a new 
arms race further and further in to 
space, escalating danger, and spending 
billions of dollars that ought to be 
rightfully redirected to address the 
r eal national security needs of this Na
tion, its economy, its social climate, 
and its very soul. 

With respect to the threat, Mr. 
Chairman, this gentleman chairs the 
Subcommittee on Research and Devel
opment of the House Committee on 
Armed Services. In that capacity we 
held hearings on the issue of the 
threat. 

As a result of those hearings I would 
state and assert here on this floor, Mr. 
Chairman, that there is a disconnect 
between the threat and the response to 
the threat. 

R&D hearings on the threat of in
coming nuclear weapons show that 
there is far more likelihood that a nu
clear device would be smuggled into 
this country and placed in a strategic 
location before detonation than there 
is the threat of an ICBM attack. 

If the threat is Third World coun
tries, that is not going to be a threat of 
an ICBM coming across the horizon. It 
will be a backpack weapon smuggled 
into this country. 

So to build this monument to mad
ness in Grand Forks and contemplate 
multiple sites, when way beyond the 
year 2000 the threat does not come 
from that level, staggers this gentle
man's imagination and wastes our re
sources. 

With planned reductions, Mr. Chair
man, in the nuclear arsenal of the 
former Soviet Union, the ICBM threat 
continues to decrease. So why then are 
we rushing to deploy this weapons sys
tem that attempts to address a threat 
that it cannot in any way address? 

With respect to the expense, at a 
time when American people are asking 
us to scrutinize our budget carefully 
and redirect the priorities of this coun
try, let me make this observation: lim
iting SDI to the options that we pro
pose in this amendment would save $60 
billion- not million-$60 billion by the 
year 2005, compared to the administra
tion's plan. 

Mr. Chairman, I would suggest that 
that savings would probably go far be
yond $60 billion when you contemplate 
cost overruns that I think will be inev
itable as we continue to move toward 
this technological monstrosity. 

We can save then $26.4 billion com
pared to pursuing the proposal offered 
by our distinguished colleagues in the 
other body with respect to the multiple 
site ABM system. 

There are a number of other observa
tions that I may make at other points 
in this debate, but let me summarize 
by saying this SDI Program is unneces
sary, it is wasteful, and it is dangerous. 

To conclude, this amendment repeals 
the Missile Defense Act so we do not 
rush to judgment deploying weapon 
systems at Grand Forks. It terminates 
the Strategic Defense Initiative Office, 
put it out of business. It limits re
search, limits the SDIO to basic re
search, not deploying some ground
based treaty compliant system that ul
timately ends up as a space-based sys
tem. Finally, it would limit the re
search to a figure of $1.2 billion, sub
stantially below the $5.4 billion re
quested by the administration or the 
$4.3 billion brought to the floor by the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

Mr. Chairman, with those remarks, I 
reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I yield my
self 2 minutes, and then I will yield to 
other Members on our side in order to 
even up the time. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
California [Mr. DELLUMS] has been 
making this eloquent argument for 
years, . and we have engaged in some 
very interesting debates on that point. 
But the consensus of the Congress has 
passed his arguments by. 

As a matter of fact, last year this 
Congress entered into an historic con
sensus agreement called the Missile 
Defense Act which resolved the dif
ferences between the two parties and 
two bodies to generate a long-term pro
gram for the development and deploy
ment of missile defenses. It represented 
the first real bipartisan consensus on 
missile defense. 

Obviously, to change that agreement 
now, as our colleague suggests, would 
put the program in great turmoil. It 
would devastate it. It would waste bil
lions of dollars already spent. It would 
certainly destroy the upcoming talks 
between President Bush and President 
Yeltsin. 

As a matter of fact, I wonder whether 
some who accuse conservatives of not 
appreciating the fact that the cold war 
is over themselves appreciate the fact 
that the cold war is over. It is hard for 
some folks to take yes for an answer. 

In a recent statement to the United 
Nations, Russian President Boris 
Yeltsin said this: 

I think the time has come to consider cre
ating a g·lobal system for protection of the 
world community. It could be based on are
orientation of the U.S. strategic defense sys
tem to make use of high technologies devel
oped in Russia's defense complex. Russia 
considers the United States and the West not 
as mere partners, but as allies. 

This is what President Bush and 
President Yeltsin are going to be talk
ing about, a cooperative missile de
fense program that not only would 
apply to the former republics of the So
viet Union, but the United States and 
the other places in the world. 
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That brings me to the last point I 

would like to make before yielding to 
some of my colleagues. Repealing the 
Missile Defense Act and terminating 
the SDI Program is bad enough, but 
taking the amount of money down to 
$1.2 billion for basic research only 
would also eviscerate the theater de
fense program, and that is a program 
necessary to respond not to challenges 
in the future , not to something after 
the year 2000, but to the challenges we 
have already faced and that have cost 
the lives of 29 young Americans as a re
sult of the Scud attacks in Saudi Ara
bia during the Persian Gulf war. That 
is a threat that is existing, it is real, it 
is known, and I think most of our col
leagues appreciate the fact that we 
cannot develop and deploy that defense 
on $1.2 billion. Despite what my col
leagues say here, it is not possible. 
That comes from the Department of 
Defense and the Strategic Defense Ini
tiative Organization. 

As a result of that, Mr. Chairman, I 
think that the Dellums-Boxer amend
ment should be defeated. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
HUNTER]. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. As we go 
through these defense bills year after 
year, it becomes obvious to me in the 
House that some things we do are fair
ly smart and some things we do are not 
as smart. 

The strategic defense initiative, I 
think Members are beginning to appre
ciate, Members on both sides of the 
aisle and the American people, that 
SDI was a smart idea. I can recall in 
the last 10 years it has been at one 
time a political issue. The Democrat 
Presidential contender, Mr. Mondale, 
at one time is great good faith, I am 
sure, declared that he would not pursue 
the strategic defense initiative because 
it was, in his words, war in the heav
ens. Yet, when we knocked those Scuds 
out of the air with Patriot missiles and 
those Scuds were ballistic missiles, and 
we knocked them down, we proved it 
could be done. The American people, 
and I am sure Mr. Mondale himself, 
said "Thank heavens. " 

So we realize that we have entered 
squarely the age of missiles, and that 
means that we must have a defense 
against them. It became clear to us, at 
least in the gulf, that the most severe 
threat that we faced from Saddam Hus
sein was the possibility of his missiles 
landing without being· destroyed by our 
Patriot system and killing Americans. 
In fact, that did happen, but it would 
have happened to a much greater de
gree if we had not had a defense sys
tem. 

Most people do not realize how close 
we came to not having any defense sys
tem, because the only system we had 
was the Patriot system. It was initially 
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an air defense system, designed to 
work against aircraft. It was upgraded 
to be able to take some of the very, 
very slow ballistic missiles, and thank 
God we did have it when the war in the 
gulf began. 

I would just urge my colleagues to 
continue this good reasoning that they 
have embarked upon in supporting a 
fairly substantial level of strategic de
fense initiative spending. It is the right 
thing for America. We need it. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield briefly to me? 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I will con
tinue to take some time in order to 
balance the time, and I am happy to 
yield to my colleague, the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. Just 
to correct my distinguished colleague 
in one of the remarks he made in his 
opening statement, this amendment 
does not touch the $1.1 billion that re
lates to theater ballistic missile de
fense. What this amendment does ad
dress is the $1.2 billion of basic re
search in SDI, so that the total would 
be $2.3 billion, if we add back in the $1.1 
billion that we do not touch with re
spect to theater ballistic missiles, and 
the CBO states that $1.2 billion in basic 
research would be a robust amount of 
money. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate 
that clarification from my colleague. I 
misspoke with regard to the $1.2 bil
lion. The point I was trying to make is 
that because so much of the space
based system is funded through the 
strategic program, in fact, all of it is, 
and since space-based components are 
an essential part of a ground-based sys
tem-for example, we used the space
based components to cue our Patriot 
missiles in the Persian Gulf-it is not 
going to be possible to deploy a ground
based system without also funding our 
space-based system to some extent. I 
appreciate the clarification. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 31/2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. 
HEFLEY]. 

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, here we go again. I 
have been here 6 years, and all 6 years 
we do the same drill. The gentleman 
from California [Mr. DELLUMS] gets up 
and he says, "I hate SDI. Let us do 
away with it." The gentleman from Ar
izona [Mr. KYL] gets up and says, "I 
love it. Let us fund it adequately." the 
rest of us jump in between on one side 
or on the other, and we go through the 
bill. 

I sometimes wonder why we put the 
body through this each year. Why can 
we not just get up and say, "Remember 
my speech last year? That is the one," 
and on both sides we would have it 
done. However, since we are going 
through the drill, let me get up to give 
my position again on this whole thing. 

I rise to support a very strong, vigor
ous SDI program, which would provide 
adequate funding for SDI and stand 
against the Dellums amendment. I 
know there is a great sincerity on both 
sides of this argument. I think the 
facts are on our side. As many of my 
colleagues know, it is not a question 
any more of whether or not we have 
the technology and the capabilities to 
deploy SDI. We do have those capabili
ties. Most scientists do not even argue 
that point anymore. 

The true question is if and when it 
should be deployed. It has been proven 
that we do have the technology and we 
are capable of deploying a system, even 
in this very decade. The decision must 
be made whether or not Congress is 
going to adequately fund SDI. The bill 
currently provides $3.2 billion for a 
strategic defense system, which is just 
as important in our world today, I be
lieve, as it was at the height of the cold 
war. 

This is not, in my opinion, enough 
funding for SDI. In fact, I would prefer 
the Kyl amendment. I do not know 
whether that is going to be offered or 
not. I would prefer that level, but if 
that is not going to be offered, at least 
this provides a decent, reasonable level 
to proceed with the SDI Program. 

I strongly believe that SDI is our Na
tion's No. 1 defense priority. The cold 
war may be over and relations with the 
former Soviet Union have not been bet
ter in a long, long time, but the Com
monwealth of Independent · States is 
still a huge conglomeration of military 
power, with 28,000, they tell us, war
heads on missiles over there. It is un
stable by its ethnic and economic tur
bulence. We do not know who owns 
these warheads. They are still in Iran, 
Syria, North Korea, and terrorist 
groups all around the world. 

The Persian Gulf war should have 
taught us something. The horror of 
Scud missiles raining on Jerusalem 
brought on a sense of helplessness. 
Worse yet, when the Scuds were inter
cepted by the Patriot missiles, debris 
caused extensive damage and many 
lives lost on the ground. 

A space-based interceptor system 
would have been able to avert such a 
disaster. The key to a good theater 
missile defense sys tern is to rain debris 
on the enemy, not on yourselves. By 
the year 2000 it is estimated that 20 
countries will have capabilities to 
launch ICBM's, and these can carry 
both chemical, biological, nuclear war
heads. We do not know. I do not know 
about the Members, but this is a very 
frightening thought to me. After the 
United States bombing of Libya, 
Mu'ammar Qadhafi stated if he had nu
clear capabilities at the time he would 
have launched missiles at New York 
City. 
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For me this is one of the best reasons 

to protect our Nation and deploy ah 
SDI system as soon as possible. 

Realistically, I do not think we could 
have ever provided a shield against a 
massive Soviet Union attack, but I do 
think we have the capability now, the 
possibility of providing an absolute 
protection against the kinds of threats 
that are out there today. 

The Kyl amendment would have pro
vided us, as I said, with the kind of re
sources we need to deal with this issue. 
The Dellums amendment would destroy 
SDI. The middle ground is the commit
tee mark, and I would hope that we 
would at least adhere to the committee 
mark. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 1 minute. 

Let me respond to my distinguished 
colleague with respect to the repetitive 
nature of the speeches. 

This whole process is repetitive. We 
bring the military budget each year. 
These issues come up each year, but 
they come up in a rapidly changing en
vironment. Perhaps some of us have 
greater wisdom than others. Perhaps 
some of us are 10, 15, or 20 years ahead 
of our time. 

And perhaps others are 20 years be
hind the times. 

Let me now quote from the Director 
of the Central Intelligence Agency, 
Robert Gates, with respect to unau
thorized launches. 

The experts in our community do not be
lieve that there is a concern about an unau
thorized launch of any of the Soviet strate
gic systems or tactical systems. Our con
fidence level is strong on command and con
trol, and we are further heartened by the 
measures that they are taking to strengthen 
their command and control. 

The Director of the Central Intel
ligence Agency, Robert Gates. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I yield my
self 1 minute. 

Mr. Chairman, with regard to the 
last point that Mr. DELLUMS has made, 
CIA Director Bob Gates has indeed tes
tified that our country has confidence 
in the Soviet command and control and 
would not expect an accidental launch. 
Of course, there was an accidental 
launch in the Soviet Union about a 
year ago. Fortunately, it did not do 
any harm. It did not go very far. But 
Bob Gates has also testified before our 
committee on numerous occasions that 
there are a variety of other threats 
that will be developing over the course 
of the next 7 or 8 years. 

Indeed, about two dozen Third World 
countries will pose a ballistic missile 
threat and will have weapons of mass 
destruction, chemical or biological 
warheads to associate with those mis
siles. 

As a result, Bob Gates says that this 
proliferation question is his highest 
concern. So if we are going to quote 
the Director of the CIA, I think he falls 
on the side of protection by ballistic 
missile defense and would certainly op
pose the amendment presented by the 
gentleman from California. 
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Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 

gentleman from California [Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM]. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, 
for my friend, the gentleman from 
California [Mr. DELLUMS], I serve on 
the Subcommittee on Research and De
velopment with him. I have great re
spect not only for his chairmanship but 
for his leadership and his knowledge on 
this particular system. 

I agree in part with my friend from 
California. I think that a Third World 
country, if they launch a nuclear weap
on, it is going to be on a ship coming 
into New York Harbor or San Diego 
Harbor, and they are going to explode 
it. 

My real concern is, and I believe the 
gentleman sits on the Permanent Se
lect Committee on Intelligence also, 
that we have over 10,000 nuclear war
heads today looking at us here in this 
country, correct me if I am wrong, that 
when that threat is diminished, then, 
yes, I would say that we do not need to 
support SDI as much. But today it 
does. 

From my own experience of 20 years 
in the service, the one time that my 
defensive system did not work, I was 
shot down with a surface-to-air missile 
over North Vietnam. As far as an unau
thorized launch, it only takes one mis
sile. And we are going to lose a lot of 
people. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. ROHRABACHER]. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman, 
I was working at the White House when 
the strategic defense initiative was 
first proposed by Ronald Reagan. I re
member how Ronald Reagan was belit
tled and was made fun of by many peo
ple on this proposal, and they said that 
it would further the cold war and how 
horrible it was going to be and how ex
pensive it would be. 

All the predictions have been proven 
wrong. In fact, when I have talked to 
people from the Soviet Union, people 
who were in the leadership, they now 
admit that it was the strategic defense 
initiative that actually broke the will 
of the Communist dictators to fight, to 
continue this aggressive stance against 
the West. 

The strategic defense initiative has 
already served mankind well. Just be
cause the Soviet threat has dissipated 
does not mean that its usefulness to 
mankind has dissipated. 

The fact is, we will face adversaries 
in the future, perhaps even more 
threatening than a monolothic power 
like the Soviet Union. 

We will face the Saddam Husseins of 
the world and the Qadhafis of the 
world. We will face the nutballs all 
over the Third World who might be 
willing to shoot a nuclear missile at 
the United States. 

A defense against them is a very good 
idea. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman I yield such 
time as he may consume to the gen
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. McCRERY]. 

Mr. McCRERY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposition to 
the Dellums-Boxer amendment. If adopted, 
this amendment would eliminate the Strategic 
Defense Initiative Program Office. Further, it 
would confine inquiry on strategic missile de
fense to basic rather than applied research. 
That is, we would be able to think about ways 
to protect American troops and citizens from 
any future attack by ballistic missiles, but we 
would not be able to do anything about it. 

Mr. Chairman, the sponsors of this amend
ment claim it will have no effect on tactical 
ballistic missile defense activities. This argu
ment ignores the fact that advancements in 
strategic missile defense can, in many cases, 
be applied to the problem of defending against 
tactical missiles. If you reduce research on 
strategic defense by $2 billion and restrict that 
effort to basic research, make no mistake 
about it, you have significantly hampered ef
forts to provide defense against tactical mis
siles. 

Perhaps an even more compelling reason 
for voting against this amendment is that, if 
adopted, it would repeal the Missile Defense 
Act. 

Mr. Chairman, last year I thought we had 
reached a watershed on strategic missile de
fense. With the lessons of the Persian Gulf 
war before us, this Congress, by passage of 
the Missile Defense Act, had established as a 
national goal the development and deployment 
of a strategic missile defense system. 

Mr. Chairman, at least 15 additional nations 
will have the capacity to produce ballistic mis
siles by the end of this decade. Despite our 
efforts to reduce the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons technology, can we say today that 
some future enemy will not have the capacity 
to produce a ballistic missile capable of 
launching a nuclear warhead targeted at the 
United States? 

My friends, regardless of where it is tar
geted, regardless of how many or how few 
Americans are killed or injured, regardless of 
how much or how little property is damaged, 
the detonation of a single nuclear warhead in 
this country is an unacceptable outcome. 

As I said during my remarks under general 
debate, if you are inclined to vote for this 
amendment ask yourselves how you will ex
plain to your constituents, if on some future 
day this country is attacked, why today-when 
we had the opportunity and after we had al
ready made the commitment to protect the 
American people from such an attack-you 
failed to live up to that commitment. 

Mr. Chairman, to my friends I ask that we 
keep our word to the American people and I 
ask Members to vote against the Dellums
Boxer amendment. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
my distinguished colleague, the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of Florida. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise in strong support of this amend
ment. If we are not bereft of our senses, 
we are going to finally figure out that 
this is a bad program. 

Mr. Chairman, the strategic defense initia
tive is a failed program that has become a 
sinkhole for the taxpayers' dollars. Of the $29 
billion invested so far on SDI, over 25 percent 
of the funds went to projects that were cast 
aside as unworkable, unaffordable, or 
unneeded, including; 

A $1 billion surveillance satellite to track 
missiles; 

A $1.2 billion ground-based laser to zap 
missiles; 

A $1.8 billion nuclear bomb pumped x-ray 
laser; and 

A $623 million guided rocket to intercept 
missiles. 

Not only has SDI been packaged in a vari
ety of failed and expensive physical designs, 
but it has also been packaged in a variety of 
theoretical purposes to fit the times. Initially, 
SDI was a mad tool designed to ensure the 
survivability of a second-strike nuclear capabil
ity. Then, the Reagan administration tried to 
paint SDI as a nuclear shield that would pro
tect American civilians from a nuclear attack. 
As the Soviet Union disintegrated, SDI be
came a tool to fight Third World terrorists who 
might develop a nuclear weapon. It can be as
sumed that as the killer bees move north, SDI 
can be repackaged to fight them, too. 

Even CIA Director Gates has testified that 
our adversaries, aside from the former Soviet 
Union, are at least a decade away from pos
sessing the missile capability which SDI seeks 
to address. 

Furthermore, a number of reports lately 
have called into doubt SOl's ability to perform 
its function and whether that function is legal. 
A story was leaked to the New York Times 
that says an Assistant Secretary of Defense 
says that the SDI Program is being rushed 
ahead, and needs to be delayed and over
hauled. Otherwise, the DOD will be deploying 
an untested system that may not perform and 
will be orbiting useless space junk. The Assist
ant Secretary says that the program should 
delay deployment to at least 2003. Another 
story was leaked to the New York Times say
ing that a DOD report has concluded that 
even the most basic SDI system would totally 
violate the ABM treaty. 

In short, SDI is a system that does not work 
and was built to fight an enemy that no longer 
exists. I support the Dellums-Boxer amend
ment to curtail this wasteful program. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, to 
close debate on this side, I yield such 
time as she may consume to the gen
tlewoman from California [Mrs. 
BOXER] . 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. Chairman, here it 
is, June 1992, and the committee bill 
now under consideration contains the 
highest level of funding for the star 
wars program ever- $4.3 billion. It does 
not make sense to me that while the 
overall defense budget is going down 
based on the fact that the Soviet 
threat has disappeared, this program is 
still going up. 

What has changed in the past year to 
warrant this outrageous increase of bil
lions of dollars on a program that is re
born with a new mission and a new 
identity every year we meet to debate 
the defense bill? 
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Let me tell you what I think has 
changed. 

The Soviet Union is now officially 
dead, over, finished, unlike 1984, when 
tensions between the United States and 
the Soviet Union were high and star 
wars was born. The Soviet Union has 
been replaced by a collection of Repub
lics struggling to keep their people 
clothed and fed. Indeed, President Bush 
and this Congress are trying to respond 
to that. 

What else has happened in the past 
year to warrant the increase? 

The General Accounting Office has 
said the $30 billion we've already spent 
is just a down payment. 

The GAO also says that the system is 
still so riddled with risk and uncer
tainty, it may never provide the level 
of protection the Pentagon promises. 

That is nothing new. Every year we 
meet, star wars has a changed mission. 

What else is new? 
A high level star wars scientist, 

Aldric Saucier, has charged that there 
is substantial fraud in -the star wars 
program. He says the program is less 
science and more a way to keep money 
flowing to contractors. As with many 
other whistleblowers, the Pentagon is 
trying to fire him and that is a dis
grace. 

What else do we know this year that 
we did not know last year? The Army 
has admitted that it exaggerated the 
success of the Patriot missile in the 
Persian Gulf. As we know, this does not 
reach to the Patriot missile. We all 
support continued research and devel
opment of that. But rather than the 80 
percent success rate, the Army now 
says that there may only have been a 
40-percent rate of engagement. 

I am proud of the Patriot's 40 percent 
success rate. But my point here is sim
ply that the Patriot system has been in 
development and production for 20 
years. If this is the best it can do in a 
fairly benign environment with one in
coming Scud at a time, no decoys, 
what does that say about the resources 
that must be devoted to producing a 
system to handle a far more complex, 
sophisticated and deadly threat? What 
are the chances that the Pentagon can 
achieve a success rate for star wars any 
time soon that justifies the immense 
cost? 
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Now what has happened in the past 

year to justify more star wars money? 
Certainly not the graphic demonstra
tion in Los Angeles that our cities are 
in desperate trouble. That was a cry for 
education, for hope, for job training, 
for jobs to rebuild our cities and our in
frastructure. It was not a cry for star 
wars. 

We need to fight the real wars that 
we face, the wars against poverty, and 
racism, illiteracy, and AIDS , and can
cer, and Alzheimer's, and unemploy
ment, and a raging deficit , and failing 
competition in a global economy. 

So, in conclusion, vote for a $1.2-bil
lion basic missile defense research pro
gram that will prepare us for any fu
ture threat. The Dellums-Boxer amend
ment is what we need for 1992. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I yield my
self the remainder of my time. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
again to vote no on the Boxer-Dell urns 
amendment which would eviscerate the 
SDI Program. It is not the committee 
position. Of course, it is nowhere near 
the committee position. 

There were three basic arguments by 
the gentlewoman from California. First 
of all, the cold war is over and, there
fore, we do not need SDI. I have used a 
similar argument myself, because the 
only country that people seem to be 
concerned with is the Soviet Union. 
And yet, I have cited Robert Gates, our 
Director of the CIA, who has pointed 
out that by the end of this decade we 
are going to have 20 to 24 Third World 
countries that will possess the kind of 
capability that will pose a threat to 
our allies, to our forces deployed 
abroad, and in some cases in the not 
too distant future, even to the con
tinental United States. So the former 
Soviet Union is not the only potential 
enemy out there, and, therefore, this 
cold war argument I think is specious. 

Second, the gentlewoman pointed out 
the success of the Patriot was exagger
ated, and to some extent that is cor
rect. The Army, during the Persian 
Gulf war did not have data to carefully 
construct or reconstruct the situation, 
and the results were exaggerated. It 
turned out to be about half as effective 
or 60 percent as effective as originally 
determined. And she asks what does 
that say about the program. 

I think it says two or three things. 
First of all, the program that was in 
development 20 years ago was not an 
anti-ballistic missile program. That 
program was an air defense program, 
and indeed it is a remarkable feat that 
the people that developed the Patriot 
as an air defense program were able to 
convert it into a ballistic missile de
fense in literally a matter of weeks; 
and, as a matter of fact, under those 
circumstances, most experts believe 
that it performed quite well. But it is 
true that it did not perform well 
enough, and that is the whole purpose 
for advanced development. We cannot 
rely upon a very rudimentary system 
such as the Patriot to counter more so
phisticated threats or robust threats 
that we are going to be faced with in 
the future. 

The science argument is over. The le
gitimate scientists no longer question 
whether the concepts of SDI are going 
to work. So I believe that the second 
argument fails. 

Finally, the gentlewoman pointed 
out that we have other needs in this 
country, and that is true. We have al
ways had dual needs. But one of the 
first obligations of this Congress is to 

provide for the common defense, and 
that means that we have to have an 
adequate defense policy. 

Entitlement spending in this country 
has gone up over 400 percent since the 
1960's, and defense spending has gone 
up about 144 percent, as I recall. De
fense spending is not easing out spend
ing on other programs. 

Let me quote something to end this 
debate. It comes from the general who 
commanded our troops in the Persian 
Gulf, General Horner, who ought to 
know how important this system is. He 
said, "I really believe we need to de
velop some theater ballistic missile de
fense system that you can put in space 
over a theater of operations such as 
Iraq." That goes to the first point the 
gentleman from California [Mr. DEL
LUMS] was making, that a ground-based 
theater system alone is sufficient. The 
general who commanded our troops 
there and who was responsible for 
those 28 brave Americans who died 
there understands that we need a com
bination of ground-based and space
based system. That would be impos
sible to develop under the funding lev
els suggested by the Dellums-Boxer 
amendment, and that is one reason 
why this amendment should fail. 

Mr. Chairman, at the end of the day 
we are faced with a situation where we 
either go forward with the Missile De
fense Act which represented the bipar
tisan consensus of this Congress a year 
ago, or we totally eviscerate the SDI 
Program. If that is your choice, you 
should vote for the Dellums-Boxer 
amendment. But if you want to con
tinue this compromise program that 
was developed last year, you should 
vote no on the Boxer-Dellums amend
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
SANGMEISTER). The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from California [Mr. DELLUMS]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I demand a 
recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were- ayes 117, noes 248, 
not voting 69, as follows: 

Andrews (ME) 
Appl egat e 
Atkins 
AuCoin 
Blackwell 
Bonior 
Boxer 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Carper 
Clay 
Collins (MI) 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 

[Roll No. 168] 

AYES-117 
DeFazio 
Dellums 
Donnelly 
Dooley 
Dorgan (ND) 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
Engel 
Espy 
Evans 
l<, oglletta 
Fore\ (TN) 

Frank (MA) 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Hall (OH) 
Hayes (IL) 
Hochbrueckner 
Horn 
Jacobs 
Jan tz 
Kanjorski 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Kopetskl 
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Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Leach 
Levin (Ml) 
Long 
Lowey (NY) 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
McDermott 
McHugh 
Mfume 
Mineta 
Moakley 
Moody 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Nagle 
Neal (MA) 
Nowak 
Oberstar 

Allard 
Allen 
Anderson 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Annunzio 
Archer 
Armey 
A spin 
Bacchus 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barnard 
Barrett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bennett 
BenLley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bllbray 
Bll!rakis 
Bl!ley 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Browder 
Bunning 
Burton 
Callahan 
Camp 
Cardin 
Carr 
Chandler 
Chapman 
Clement 
Coble 
Coleman (MO) 
Coleman (TX) 
Combest 
Cooper 
Costello 
Coughlin 
Cox (CA) 
Cramer 
crane 
Cunningham 
Darden 
Davis 
De Lauro 
DeLay 
Derrick 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Doolittle 
Dornan (CA) 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards (OK> 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
English 
Erdreich 
Ewing 
Fascell 
Fa well 
Fazio 

Obey 
Olver 
Owens (NY) 
Panetta 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Pease 
Penny 
Perkins 
Peterson (MN) 
Poshard 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Rose 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
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Fish ' 
Franks (CT) 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Geren 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Gradison 
Grandy 
Guarini 
Gunderson 
Hall(TX) 

· Hamilton 
Hammerschmidt 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harris 
Hastert 
Hayes (LA) 
Hefley 
Henry 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Holloway 
Hopkins 
Horton 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hu,ckaby 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inhofe 
James 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson ('TX) 
Johnston 
Jones (NC) 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kennelly 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Lagomarsino 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Lewis (CA> 
Lewis WL) 
Lightfoot 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Lowery (CA) 
Machtley 
Manton 
Marleuee 
Martin 
McCandless 
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Serrano 
Shays 
Sikorski 
Skaggs 
Slaughter 
Smith (FL) 
Solarz 
Staggers 
Stark 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swift 
Synar 
Towns 
Traficant 
Vento 
Washington 
Waters 
Waxman 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Wyden 
Yates 

McCloskey 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McCurdy 
McEwen 
McGrath 
McMillan (NC) 
McMillen (MD) 
McNulty 
Meyers 
Michel 
Miller (OH) 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Murtha 
Myers 
Natcher 
Neal (NC) 
Nussle 
Ortiz 
Ot·ton 
Owens (UT) 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Paxon 
Payne (VA) 
Peterson (FL) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Price 
Quillen 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Riggs 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Sangmeister 
Santorum 
Sarpalius 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shuster 
Slsisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Smith (IA) 

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 13717 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stallings 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Swett 

Tallon 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (GA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Thornton 
Torricelli 
Upton 
Valentine 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 

Walker 
Walsh 
Weber 
Weldon 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wylie 
Yatron 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 
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Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Anthony 
Be Benson 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Campbell (CA) 
Campbell (CO) 
Clinger 
Collins (IL) 
Dannemeyer 
de la Garza 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dymally 
Feighan 
Fields 
Flake 
Ford (MI) 

Gaydos 
Gibbons 
Green 
Hatcher 
Hefner 
Herger 
Hertel 
Hubbard 
Ireland 
Jones (GA) 
Kolter 
Laughlin 
Lehman (CA) 
Lehman (FL) 
Lent 
Levine (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Livingston 
Luken 
McDade 
Miller (CA) 
Miller(WA) 
Mink 
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Morella 
Morrison 
Nichols 
Oakar 
Olin 
Patterson 
Pelosi 
Porter 
Pursell 
Ray 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Scheuer 
Thomas (CA) 
Torres 
Traxler 
Unsoeld 
Vander Jagt 
Vucanovich 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wolpe 
Young (AK) 

The clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Beilenson for, with Mr. Herger against. 
Ms. Pelosi for, with Mrs. Morella against. 
Mr. Ackerman for, with Mr. Porter 

against. 
Mr. Wolpe for, with Mr. Roth against. 
Mr. Scheuer for, with Mr. Thomas of Lou

isiana against. 
Mrs. Collins of Illinois for, with Mr. Ray 

against. 
Mr. McMILLEN of Maryland changed 

his vote from "aye" to "no." 
Messrs. MRAZEK, GONZALEZ, and 

KLECZKA changed their vote from 
"no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 

SANGMEISTER). It is now in order to 
consider amendment No. 12 printed in 
part I of House Report 102-545. 

It is now in order to consider amend
ment No. 13 printed in part I of House 
Report 102-545. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DURBIN 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. DURBIN: At the 
end of title II (page 44, after line 20), insert 
the following new section: 
SEC. 235. STRATEGIC DEFENSE INITIATIVE FUND

ING LEVEL. 
The amount provided in section 201 for the 

Defense Agencies and the amount provided 
in section 232 for the Strategic Defense Ini
tiative are each hereby reduced by 
$937,5001000 • 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, the gentleman from Il-

linois [Mr. DURBIN] will be recognized 
for 15 minutes, and a Member opposed 
will be recognized for 15 minutes. 

Does any Member rise in opposition? 
Mr. KYL. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I do. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

gentleman from Arizona [Mr. KYL] will 
be recognized for 15 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN]. 

0 1020 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, the 
amendment which I have at the desk is 
being cosponsored by several col
leagues here, the gentleman from Min
nesota [Mr. SABO], the gentlewoman 
from Maryland [Mrs. MORELLA], the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
PENNY], and the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. GREEN]. It is a bipartisan ef
fort by the Members of the House of 
Representatives to bring some sanity 
to the funding of this program, to 
make certain the funding level is not 
only consistent with national security 
but also consistent with what is really 
needed. 

We have listened now for almost a 
decade to those who have defended the 
concept of star wars or the strategic 
defense initiative. Those who have fol
lowed this debate will have noted that 
the rationale for this defense system 
has changed dramatically. It has been 
forced t .o change because the world has 
changed dramatically. 

Mr. Chairman, most everyone can re
call when President Reagan announced 
the concept of star wars. This was to be 
the umbrella of protection for the 
United States of America and all free
dom loving people from the threat of a 
missile attack from a superpower such 
as the Soviet Union. 

In the ensuing decade the world has 
changed, the Soviet Union has disinte
grated, the threat of a missile attack 
from the remaining republics and na
tions is negligible. Yet we continue to 
spend billions of dollars on this system. 

The taxpayers of this Nation and the 
Members of this Chamber have the 
right to ask how we can continue to ra
tionalize this expenditure in this 
changing world. 

The members of the Committee on 
Armed Services have come up with a 
new rationale for SDI. They are calling 
it "the loose nukes SDI Program." 

This is new to me. What they are sug
gesting is that we need to build a stra
tegic defense initiative to guard 
against the heightened risk, in their 
words, of an accidental or unauthorized 
launch of nuclear weapons. 

So we are no longer preparing a de
fense for an onslaught of thousands of 
missiles. No; we are preparing for the 
possibility or the risk that one missile 
might be mistakenly or accidentally 
launched. And we are spending billions 
of dollars for that purpose. 

If the phrase "loose lips sinks ships" 
is valid, I would have to tell you that 
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the theory of loose nukes sinks the 
credibility of the Pentagon and of this 
committee and the amount they are 
asking for this funding. 

That is why I have introduced this 
amendment with my colleagues asking 
us to reduce the amount of money that 
we are putting into the star wars re
search to $3.3 billion, a significant ex
penditure, but a significant expendi
ture which is consonant with the real 
threat in the world today. 

If the United States of America is at 
risk from nuclear attack, that risk will 
probably come through an airplane, a 
suitcase, or a packing crate, much 
more likely than it would come to the 
United States through a missile 
launched against us. Yet we continue 
to put 10 times as much money into 
this research as we put in to the prac
tical applications of demilitarizing this 
world. 

Just yesterday we considered an 
amendment for , I believe, $650 million 
in an effort to dismantle nuclear weap
ons in the Soviet Union. That is money 
well invested and well spent. 

This money, $3.3 billion, is adequate 
for us to continue the research into 
finding ways to guard against this 
loose nukes, or accidental possibility 
of launch. The amount of money being 
requested by the administration and 
which will be requested by this com
mittee is significantly in excess of this. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. GLICKMAN]. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in strong support of the Durbin amend
ment to put some sense into this pro
gram. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the Durbin 
amendment. It boggles my mind how each 
year we pour more money down this rathole
$30 billion so far, much of it completely wast
ed. What began as a fantasy in 1984 has be
come a nightmare, but we have the power to 
stop it. 

This program has been rife with abuse. Last 
week, the Associated Press reported that SDI 
officials spent $2.4 million on trips to Hawaii. 
I quote: 

SDI officials took 65 trips to Hawaii and 
stayed at exclusive hotels on Maui and Kauai 
even though military facilities for distin
guished visitors were available. 

All year long I have been reading reports 
like this of the failures and abuse of the SDI 
in the Washington Post and elsewhere. Yet, 
here we are again, proposing a 23 percent in
crease over what the House supported last 
year. Talk about rewarding failure. 

It is clear the Pentagon is nowhere near 
having a deployable antimissile system before 
the turn of the century. Just this week, the 
Washington Post and New York Times re
ported that the Pentagon's top program ana
lyst, Dr. David Chu, has warned of "costly and 
crippling problems" with deployment of a sys
tem by 1997, and has recommended yet an
other overhaul and delay until at least 2003. 

At the current rate, that's at least another 
$40 billion that could have been invested on 

pressing human needs. We are talking about 
massive spending-yes, $4.3 billion is a lot of 
money-and we don't even know what SOl 
will be, whether it will ever be, when it will be, 
what it will cost, or if it is needed. 

Mr. Chairman, Wichita, KS, is in the grips of 
a crime wave-gang violence and drive-by 
shootings. We need more police and Federal 
help for programs to address gang violence 
and drug use. Three billion dollars would pay 
for 600 additional police officers in every one 
of the top 1 00 cities in this country for a year. 

That's the kind of peace shield my constitu
ents need. Let's put this program out of its 
misery and begin to think about the real needs 
of the people we represent. The Durbin 
amendment is a first step toward both fiscal 
sanity, as well as creating a focused well-de
fined, and smaller problem in this area. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I yield my
self 11/ 2 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, the old canard about 
the suitcase bomb being the No. 1 
threat was debunked by CIA Director 
Robert Gates in testimony before the 
Committee on Armed Services. In fact , 
he stated before the committee that 
proliferation of ballistic missiles in the 
Third World is of grave concern and is 
his No. 1 priority. He mentioned the 
fact that Saddam Hussein was a mere 
18 to 24 months away from building a 
bomb when the gulf war began. 

We have testimony that Pakistan ac
quired the M- 11 ballistic missile launch 
vehicles from China. 

This year we were caught unaware of 
the existence of North Korea's third 
nuclear reactor and surprised by a 
launch of a rocket by India and China's 
test of a nuclear weapon. 

What will we be surprised to find 
next, Mr. Chairman? There were over 
1,000 missiles fired in the combat be
tween Iran and Iraq and Afghanistan in 
the last 4 or 5 years. Test flights of bal
listic missiles have occurred in India, 
Pakistan, and South Africa. Saudi Ara
bia has acquired the CSS-2 from China. 
Most unhappily of all, U.S. forces and 
allies have come under attack and 28 
Americans were killed by a ballistic 
missile in the Third World just within 
the last year. 

Mr. Chairman, there can be no doubt 
about the threat of ballistic missiles 
from Third World nations. Many of 
these nations are not friendly to the 
United States. They are nations that 
our CIA Director says will have this ca
pability. Without SDI, we are not going 
to have the capability to defend 
against them. 

The Durbin amendment would cut an 
additional $1 billion below that of the 
Committee on Armed Services. I urge 
my colleagues to support the Commit
tee on Armed Services mark and op
pose the Durbin amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to 
the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. 
MCCRERY]. 

Mr. McCRERY. Mr. Chairman, the 
primary obligation of any central gov
ernment is to protect its people. That's 

what the SDI Program is all about. 
This amendment slashes $2 billion from 
the President 's budget request for bal
listic missile defense programs. This 
would be a catastrophic reduction
making it impossible to meet the goals 
Congress directed just last year. 

The Missile Defense Act of 1991 estab
lished the national goal of providing a 
highly effective defense against limited 
and accidental ballistic missile strikes, 
The act directed the administration to 
deploy theater missile defenses by the 
mid-1990's. It also directed the adminis
tration to develop for deployment an 
initial ballistic missile defense site for 
the United States "by the earliest date 
allowed by the availability of appro
priate technology or by fiscal year 
1996." The act considered this first site 
an initial step toward deploying an 
ABM system capable of providing a 
highly effective defense of the United 
States. 

This serious legislation was an im
portant landmark in the growing legis
lative-executive consensus on ballistic 
missile defenses and was strongly sup
ported by the President. It is impera
tive that Congress not vacillate on this 
high priority program. 

The administration regards the Mis
sile Defense Act as critically impor
tant to the future of ballistic missile 
defenses and views it as the blueprint 
for how we should proceed in this criti
cal area. Without adequate funding, 
however, the Department will be un
able to achieve the goals stated in the 
Missile Defense Act. 

This amendment would force the SDI 
Program to revert to basic R&D and 
would waste years of effort and re
sources. 

All ballistic missile defense programs 
would be severely impacted by such an 
extensive budget cut. 

Technology base programs that di
rectly impact the cost and risk of thea
ter missile defense programs would 
likely be reduced. 

Numerous programs would be 
stretched out or terminated. 

This amendment would effectively 
eliminate all directed energy pro
grams. Such terminations would waste 
past U.S. investments in directed en
ergy research. 

By reducing SDI to the level con
templated by this amendment, the 
United States, its forward deployed 
forces, and its friends and allies would 
be faced with a continuation of an un
acceptable level of vulnerability to bal
listic missile attack. 

0 1030 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 

minute to the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. BENNETT] , who has been the 
offeror of this amendment in previous 
years. I am happy to have his support 
again. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, I ap
preciate this opportunity to speak on 
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this matter. I think the Durbin amend
ment is an excellent amendment. 

The schedule risk and cost growth 
imposed by the accelerated SDI deploy
ment schedule was emphasized recently 

. on the front page of the New York 
Times. It cites an analysis written by 
the Secretary of Defense's top weapon 
watchdog in which he states that the 
plan is "almost certain to suffer early 
significant cost growth and schedule 
slippage" and that pushing ahead with 
rush deployment of the interceptors 
and skipping important performance 
tests risks system failure. 

The DOD analysis suggests that the 
goal for an ABM deployment should be 
the year 2003 because this much time is 
required to fully test and evaluate the 
system so we can have high confidence 
that it can work when it is once de
ployed. 

Mr. Chairman, the SDI is a good con
cept. It ought to be adequately funded, 
it ought to be given what is needed to 
see that we are adequately protected. 
But the funding which has been asked 
by the President is exorbitant. It is im
periling our credibility from the stand
point of fiscal matters. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support 
of the Durbin-Penny-Sabo amendment 
to reduce the level of funding for the 
strategic defense initiative to $3.3 bil
lion. This seems to me to be an ade
quate and even generous figure for the 
program this year. 

I would like to address three issues 
related to the Durbin amendment. 
They are the SDI budget, the schedule 
for an initial SDI deployment, and the 
threat of ballistic missile attack. 

Let me discuss the budget first. The 
President submitted an SDI budget of 
$5.4 billion. This included $4.3 billion 
for strategic defense research and de
velopment and $1.1 billion for R&D on 
theater missile defense systems. The 
administration's budget is an out
growth of last year's Missile Defense 
Act, which placed the Nation on the 
path to a rapid deployment of an ini
tial SDI system that would be ground
based and ABM Treaty-compliant. The 
Missile Defense Act was approved by 
the Senate after the House had passed 
its version of the authorization bill and 
was ultimately included in the · final 
conference report. As a result the 
House has not really had an oppor
tunity to debate the merits of the Mis
sile Defense Act until now. 

The committee-approved SDI funding 
figure of $4.3 billion includes $3.2 bil
lion for strategic defense and $1.1 bil
lion for theater defense. But, it is im
portant to recognize where the com
mittee made its cuts. 

The House Armed Services Commit
tee cut the administration request to 
$4.3 billion by eliminating all funding 
for the space-based interceptors and 
trimming the funding for research, sup
port and futuristic technologies. No 
funding was cut from the theater mis-

sile defense category or from the cat
egory that contains most of the money 
for the accelerated SDI deployment. 
Both of these categories were fully 
funded at the administration's re
quested level. 

The Durbin amendment of $3.3 billion 
also fully funds the administration's 
request for theater defenses, as it 
should since according to SDIO's own 
testimony this is the highest missile 
defense priority facing the Nation. 

The place where the Durbin amend
.ment and the committee position real
ly differ is over how much should be 
spent in fiscal year 1993 to accelerate 
the deployment of an initial ground
based ABM system as outlined in the 
Missile Defense Act. The House Armed 
Services Committee cut very little of 
the funding required to continue the 
accelerated deployment schedule. The 
Durbin amendment would cut more of 
this but it would not preclude deploy
ment of an initial ABM Treaty compli
ant SDI system. 

I want to underscore this last point. 
The Durbin amendment does not pre
clude an ultimate deployment of an 
initial SDI system, but the Congress 
must ultimately make a decision about 
whether it wants to deploy such a sys
tem. 

In my opinion the crash SDI deploy
ment program outlined in the Missile 
Defense Act, and essentially funded in 
the committee bill, does not make 
sense on fiscal grounds, is contrary to 
sound acquisition practices, and is not 
required to meet the projected military 
threat. Some new documents back up 
my position. 

A new report by the Congressional 
Budget Office makes it clear that we do 
not need to spend $4.3 billion on SDI in 
fiscal year 1993 unless we want an ac
celerated deployment. CBO states in its 
report that a level of $3.3 billion in fis
cal year 1993 will be sufficient to move 
SDI research and development forward 
and allow for the deployment of a fully 
tested and operationally capable ABM 
system by the year 2003. 

Fully testing the system before de
ployment will help keep cost growth 
down. However, in order to meet the 
accelerated deployment deadline SDIO 
will have to forgo much of the usual 
test program. Mr. Cooper has stated to 
the Senate Armed Services Committee 
that to meet a 1997 deployment dead
line is "a major challenge with high 
concurrency and attendant high risk." 
Concurrency means that testing and 
production are completed simulta
neously rather than in a sequence that 
allows the problems discovered during 
the test program to be ironed out be
fore the system enters production. A 
1988 report by the Congressional Budg
et Office on weapon system 
concurrency pointed out that, high 
concurrency weapon programs experi
ence cost growth increases of 288 per
cent. 

Let me also add that according to 
Mr. Cooper's own testimony before the 
Senate, even if we spend massively to 
meet an accelerated SDI deployment 
deadline the Nation will not be pro
tected from ballistic missile attack by 
1997 because the initial site will not be 
fully operational until the year 2000. 
Even then, because we will have rushed 
the deployment of the system, it will 
require extensive and expensive retro
fits to improve its capability. 

The Durbin amendment would allow 
us to fund SDI at a level that would 
allow testing and deployment of this 
fully tested system in 2003, if such a 
system was needed given the status of 
the threat to our Nation. 

And, there are two categories of 
threat that we need to be principally 
concerned with. First, there is the 
threat of an accidental or unauthorized 
launch from the former Soviet Union. 
Second is the development of a long
range ballistic missile by a Third 
World nation that may be hostile to us. 

The threat of an accidental or unau
thorized launch of a long-range missile 
against the United States from the 
former Soviet Union is of concern, but 
it is very unlikely as long as the lead
ers of the Commonwealth of Independ
ent States [CIS] maintain strong con
trol over their arsenals-as they have 
during the 10 months since the coup. 
The commander of the former Strate
gic Air Command, General Butler, tes
tified before the House Armed Services 
Committee in April that he did not see 
any cause for concern on this issue. 
This is a position that has been reiter
ated by the President and the Sec
retary of Defense as well. In my opin
ion, there's no need to accelerate de
ployment to meet this threat. 

Regarding the Third World threat, 
the Director of the CIA, Robert Gates, 
testified before the Congress earlier 
this year that beyond China and the 
CIS, the CIA does not expect new long
range missile threats to the United 
States to appear for at least another 
decade. That means not before 2003. 
The Durbin amendment meets this 
goal. 

Mr. Chairman, the fiscal condition of 
our Nation is too deteriorated to spend 
more than is necessary on any feder
ally funded program. If we pace our ex
penditures to the threat, and fully test 
the SDI system elements, we can make 
significant yearly savings in the SDI 
budget. And we will be able to deploy 
an operationally effective ABM system 
by 2003 if such a system is needed. This 
approach makes sense from both a fis
cal and security standpoint. This ap
proach is embodied in the Durbin 
amendment. I hope that my colleagues 
will join me in supporting it. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Min
nesota [Mr. SABO], a cosponsor of the 
amendment. 

Mr. SABO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the Durbin amendment. Let 
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us be clear about one thing the amend
ment does not do. It does not cut the 
funding for the tactical ballistic mis
sile initiative. That remains in the bill. 
But what is the rush? 

The Soviet Union has disintegrated. 
The world has changed immensely. The 
House, under the bill, would approve 
the most money we have ever approved 
initially in a House bill for SDI. 

It does not make sense. What new 
programs have we seen come along 
that we put in escalating funding and 
it works beautifully? Rare. 

Let us be fiscally responsible. Let us 
be cautious. Let us develop the pro
gram as the House has said it wants to. 

Let us test. Let us do it in a rational 
way. Let us not simply rush to spend 
money for a threat that clearly is not 
on the horizon today. 

I urge support of the Durbin amend
ment. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from South 
Carolina [Mr. SPRATT]. . 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, last 
year when we got to conference we 
found that the Senate had presented us 
with a Missile Defense Act on which we 
had no hearings and had little leverage 
to change because they were insisting 
on its provisions. 

We in conference played our chips on 
the B-2, and we left the ballistic mis
sile defense elements of the budget 
really until this year to address, and 
we did address them. We did deal re
sponsibly with and revise the Missile 
Defense Act. 

I would highlight two important 
changes that the committee has made 
which are in this bill. 

First of all, we stressed emphatically 
that any ground-based system or any 
ballistic missile defense system must 
abide by the ABM Treaty. There is no 
mandate in this bill for abrogation or 
violation of the ABM Treaty. 

We recognize that changes in the 
ABM Treaty may need to be negotiated 
in order for us to have a fully fledged 
ballistic missile defense system, but we 
think those should be duly made in ac
cordance with the treaty. There is no 
mandate for violating or escaping the 
strictures of the treaty. 

Second, in this bill we have not at
tempted to impose as a Congress any 
initial operational capability for this 
ground-based system, which we say 
should be the first step, the first phases 
of a ballistic missile strategic defense 
system. 

We do not have the competence to de
termine what should be the IOC, the 
initial operational capability. We are 
not prepared, as a Congress, in all can
dor, to put the money up, to com
pletely field this system by fiscal year 
1996, which is what the other body 
called for. 

Mr. Chairman, what we have done in 
this bill is say that there is no IOC. 
This will be the system, the first sys-

tern to be deployed will be driven by 
technology and driven by the availabil
ity of budget resources that we, the 
Congress, will put up. 

Two key points. First of all, we have 
said in this bill that any system de
ployed must abide by the ABM Treaty, 
as amended, and any system deployed 
would be driven by technology develop
ments and by the budget and not by 
some artificially imposed date estab
lished by Congress. 

Let me highlight what this bill con
tains in the way of funding. I think 
that has been obscured so far. 

First of all, this bill has for the last 
2 years, includes an umbrella, a large 
umbrella, a ballistic missile defense 
program that is not so-called star wars 
or SDI. It includes theater missile de
fense as well as strategic defense. The 
two are lumped together under the $4.3 
billion provided in the aggregate in 
this bill. 

Everyone in the House, the vast ma
jority of us agree that we should press 
forward with theater ballistic missile 
defense. We saw the need for it in the 
Persian Gulf. This bill, under $4.3 bil
lion, includes $1.1 billion for NTRANT, 
for the Patriot upgrade and for the sup
port of the Israeli system arrow. 

All of this is included in the $1.1 bil
lion, which is a $250 million increase 
over fiscal year 1992, not a substantial 
increase given the pace and progress of 
these programs. 

Second, with respect to SDI, star 
wars, this bill provides $3.2 billion, 
which compares or contrasts to $2.3 bil
lion provided currently in fiscal year 
1992. It effects a $100 million decrease 
in SDI. It increases theater ballistic 
missile defense but decreases SDI. 

The Missile Defense Act professed 
support for a ground-based system. It 
professed support for a treaty compli
ance system, but in a sense it damned 
both of these systems with faint praise 
because it omitted reference to some of 
the essential elements of it. 

Everyone who has been an advocate 
of a ground-based system has said that 
it needed to include two layers, 
ground-based systems that would be 
exoatmospheric. The Missile Defense 
Act omitted that second layer, the 
exoatmospheric system. It also omitted 
any reference to Probe, Pop-up, GSTS, 
sensors that would be launched from 
the ground but would be operative in 
space. 

Mr. Chairman, the point I am making 
is that we have taken this system back 
to concentrate, in terms of this bill, in 
what it professes to do, develop the 
ground-based system that will be oper
ational toward the end of this decade. 
We have not funded brilliant pebbles in 
this. I think something should be put 
there. The committee chose to put 
nothing. 
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We are simply sending a message 

that we do not think that we can fund 

the development of two programs at 
the same time. We are saying that we 
will go forward sequentially, first with 
a ground-based system, then we will 
make our decision about whether we 
want to add an additional phase to that 
which would include a space-based sys
tem. This is a well-crafted provision in 
this bill. We have the technology se
quence right, we have the budget 
money right, we are well positioned for 
conference, and I would submit to all 
Members of the House to leave the bill 
as it is. It is well done. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Min
nesota [Mr. PENNY]. 

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of the Durbin-Saba
Penny amendment to limit strategic 
and tactical missile defense spending 
to $3.3 billion in fiscal year 1993. Ac
cording to the CBO, The Bush adminis
tration's current SDI plan would re
quire an average of about $8 billion per 
year between fiscal year 1994 and fiscal 
year 1997 or about $37 billion in the 
next 5 years. During the same period, 
overall defense spending could be re
duced by anywhere between $50 and 
$150 billion. Clearly, the defense budget 
cannot sustain such large increases in 
the cost of SDI while its overall fund
ing levels are being reduced. A growing 
SDI budget will crowd out other de
fense needs. 

In addition, there is the very real 
danger of waste if the program is al
lowed to proceed at the rate proposed 
in this bill. In an article in the June 2, 
1992, edition of the New York Times, 
Dr. David Chu, the Assistant Secretary 
of Defense for Program Analysis and 
Evaluation, was reported to say that 
the "$35 billion plan to protect the Na
tion from nuclear attack with land
based interceptors calls for a hasty de
ployment that threatens costly and 
crippling problems." Dr. Chu rec
ommended that the plan to deploy a 
ground-based ABM site be delayed from 
1997 to the year 2003. 

According to a CBO report released 
just last week, an alternative funding 
plan for SDI that would delay the sin
gle-site deployment to the year 2003 
would require $3.3 billion in fiscal year 
1993-this is exactly the amount which 
the Durbin-Saba-Penny amendment 
would provide for SDI-TMD in fiscal 
year 1993. 

Finally, I would like to address the 
issue of ballistic missile threats in the 
post-cold-war era. The Persian Gulf 
war illustrated the need for effective 
defense against short-ranged ballistic 
missiles. I strongly support the House 
Armed Services Committee's funding 
of $1.1 billion for the TMD program. 
But what about the threat from long
ranged intercontinental ballistic mis
siles [ICBM's]? Currently, only four 
other nations possess such weapons
the Commonwealth of Independent 
States [CIS], Great Britain, France, 
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and China. After three decades of re
search and development, China has 
about 10 ICBM's. The other countries
Russia, France, and Great Britain-do 
not at this time pose a threat to the 
United States. 

What about potential Third World 
threats? According to some pr9ponents 
of a large SDI Program, there will be 
over 20 countries with ICBM capability 
by the year 2000. This is very mislead
ing, and in fact, it is untrue. While 
nearly 20 nations will possess, or al
ready possess, short-ranged, or tac
tical, missiles-few, if any, of these na
tions- like North Korea, Libya, Syria, 
or Iran- are even remotely likely to 
produce a long-ranged ICBM in the 
next 10 to 15 years. And even if one of 
these countries did produce an ICBM, it 
would first have to test the missile
which would mean that, due to our ad
vanced satellite detection capability, 
the United States would know years in 
advance that a country was preparing 
to deploy ICBM's. And once deployed, 
the United States would know exactly 
where the missiles were deployed. 

Clearly, there is very little threat to 
the United States from Third World 
ICBM's at this time nor will there be 
an even small threat for at least a dec
ade. There is no urgency at this time 
to develop and deploy costly defenses 
against ICBM's. I would recommend a 
slower approach to the SDI program
one that reflects budget constraints 
and post-cold-war threats. 

Again, I urge Members to support the 
Durbin-Saba-Penny amendment. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Dela
ware [Mr. CARPER]. 

Mr. CARPER. Mr. Chairman, the ad
ministration has requested $5.4 billion 
of money that we do not have, to build 
an ABM system that likely will not 
work in possible violation of an ABM 
Treaty that does work, to counter a 
Soviet threat that no longer exists. 
Does that make sense? This system 
would be of little value against sub
marine-launched cruise missiles, of lit
tle value against sea-launched cruise 
missiles and of little value against air
launched cruise missiles. 

Do we need to continue the basic re
search of an ABM system? Yes, we do. 
Do we need to continue to fund theater 
tactical defense systems? Yes, we do. 
Do we need to spend money that we do 
not have? I do not think so. 

Why do we not spend money on 
things that really threaten our na
tional security: lack of productivity? A 
decaying infrastructure? Kids reaching 
school age who aren't ready to learn? 
And rampant drug and alcohol abuse in 
many quarters of our society? Better 
still, let's not spend this money at all. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, may I 
inquire of the Chair, who has the right 
to close the debate? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
SANGMEISTER). The gentleman from Ar-

izona [Mr. KYL] has the right to close 
the debate, because he is a member of 
the committee. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Massa
chusetts [Mr. EARLY]. 

Mr. EARLY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of this amendment. 
Just 2 weeks ago this House voted not 
to take down the firewalls that would 
let us transfer money from military re
search to domestic research. Nat one 
single Republican voted for that. Here 
we are, spending over $4 billion for a 
new military system, of which this 
amendment would cut less than $1 bil
lion in research. Yet in the bill that is 
going to come out of the HHS sub
committee within the next few weeks, 
NIH will have less than $10 billion for 
research on all the diseases; the budget 
request is $9.4 billion for research on 
all the diseases. 

Let's look at the diseases affecting 
Americans, 4 million Americans have 
Alzheimer's disease, 4 million. It costs 
this country $90 billion in health care 
costs for treatment of Alzheimer's pa
tients, yet we spend only $198 million 
for research on Alzheimer's. 

The Republicans would not vote to 
let us transfer this research money to 
domestic research; 500,000 people die 
annually of cancer, yet we could save 
100,000 of those people if we could get 
earlier diagnosis and treatment for 
them. Yet, the gentleman from Ken
tucky, Chairman NATCHER, will not be 
able to increase the money for re
search. 

I see the gentlewoman from Ohio, 
MARY ROSE 0AKAR, who is a leader in 
the fight to get more money for wom
en's health research. In this country 
we spend so little money for breast 
cancer, for endometriosis, for PID, pel
vic inflammatory diseases, which are 
women's health problems. We are not 
going to be able to spend money for do
mestic research on these diseases, and 
we do not spend enough money; yet we 
are spending over $4 billion on SDI. 

We just had a study released yester
day that said, with regard to AIDS, 
that in 8 years, in just 8 short years, 
and this is not a threat, it is a fact, 120 
million people, including 10 million 
children, will be infected with HIV, 120 
million people. Yet we do not spend 
enough money for AIDS research. 

Mr. Speaker, just recently it was dis
closed we wasted $8.8 billion in SDI on 
programs that are useless, and we will 
not transfer our money to domestic re
search? This is a good amendment. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Califor
nia 1Mr. DORNAN]. 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I only have 2 minutes, be
cause there are some strong voices that 
still believe in the danger in a world 
that still has much evil. I do not know 
how anybody could look at the picture 
of people mortared in that food line in 

Bosnia, people reaching out for help, 
the carnage there, and not have studied 
Hitler, Stalin, Qadhafi, Saddam Hus
sein, and not realize that just one little 
mistake, one mistake, one weapon, one 
device, hitting one of our cities is 1 
million, 1 million times worse than the 
photographs that we are getting from 
the evil that we see now in the former 
state of Yugoslavia as it spins apart. 

During the prior debate the gen
tleman from California [Mr. DELLUMS] 
was making much of our friend, Bob 
Gates, the Director of the Central In
telligence Agency. I would like to cor
rect the record and put in recent testi
mony of Director Gates to our Con
gress. I think it comes from under the 
heading of a disorder, kind of a mental 
disorder in this Chamber that was 
rampant in the thirties, disappeared 
from 1941 to 1948, existed all during the 
cold war as we faced the evil empire, 
and goes unrelenting. It is called 
threat denial. We have it here again in 
the extreme, threat denial. 

Just to set the record clear on what 
Mr. Gates said, please allow me to 
quote, and then I will include the rest 
of the quotation in the RECORD. I im
plore my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle to read this. 
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Here is Gates: 
We continue to witness a steady and worri

some growth in the proliferation of advanced 
weapons. Today, over 20 countries have, are 
suspected of having, or are developing nu
clear, biological, or chemical weapons and 
the means to deliver them. 

There are several reasons for the prolifera
tion of weapons of mass destruction. First 
and foremost, the technologies used in these 
weapons are simply more available and more 
easily absorbed by Third World countries 
than ever before. Nuclear and ballistic mis
sile technologies are, after all, 1940s tech
nologies by U.S. standards. 

Please read the rest, which I include 
at this point in the RECORD: 

The Director of Central Intelligence, Robert 
Gates, was cited by one of my colleagues in 
an attempt to bolster the claim that there is no 
realistic ballistic missile threat confronting the 
United States. 

Just so that the record is clear on this point, 
please allow me to excerpt some other quotes 
from Director Gates' testimony before our 
Congress: 

We continue to witness a steady and worri
some growth in the proliferation of advanced 
weapons. Today, over 20 countries have, are 
suspected of having, or are developing nu
clear, biological, or chemical weapons and 
the means to deliver them. 

There are several reasons for the prolifera
tion of weapons of mass destruction. First 
and foremost, the technologies used in these 
weapons are simply more available and more 
easily absorbed by Third World countries 
than ever before. Nuclear and ballistic mis
sile technologies are, after all, 1940's tech
nologies by US standards. BW and CW tech
nologies are even older, and they are easier 
and cheaper to develop. Second, most of 
these technologies are so-called dual use 
technologies-that is, they have legitimate 
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civilian applications. This makes it difficult 
to restrict trade in them because we would 
be limiting the ability of developing nations 
to modernize. For example, much of the 
technology needed for a ballistic missile pro
g-ram is the same as that needed for a space 
launch program. Chemicals used to make 
nerve agents are also used to make plastics 
and process foodstuffs. Moreover, a modern 
pharmaceutical industry could produce bio
logical warfare agents as easily as vaccines 
and antibiotics. 

This is an important point, because the ex
perts agree that space-launch vehicles, for ex
ample, boosters designed to place a payload 
in low Earth orbit, are also capable of deliver
ing payloads over intercontinental ranges. 
Therefore, current and projected spacefaring 
nations have, or will soon acquire, a capability 
to attack the United States directly. Returning 
to Mr. Gates' testimony: 

Only China and the Commonwealth of 
Independent States have the missile capabil
ity to reach U.S. territory directly. We do 
not expect increased risk to United States 
territory from the special weapons of other 
countries-in a conventional military 
sense-for at least another decade. However, 
the threat to Europe, the Middle East, and 
Asia is real and growing: 

U.S. or multinational forces deployed 
abroad could face an increased threat of air
delivered nuclear weapons before the end of 
the decade. Several countries now have mis
siles and rockets that could carry nuclear 
warheads, and others are likely to field some 
ballistic missiles with nuclear warheads in 
coming years! If any of those countries could 
acquire even a few nuclear warheads it could 
soon become a nuclear threat. 

Most of the major countries in the Middle 
East have chemical weapon development 
programs, and some already have stockpiles 
that could be used against civilians or poorly 
defended military targets. Most countries 
have not yet equipped their delivery systems 
to carry weapons of mass destruction, but 
over the next decade, many countries will
from North Africa through South Asia-if 
international efforts to curtail this fail. 

China and North Korea may sell other 
countries longer-range missiles and the tech
nology to produce them. Countries with spe
cial weapons that succeed in buying these 
missiles will further expand and accelerate 
the special weapons arms race already under 
way in the Middle East and South Asia. 

[With respect to the Commonwealth of 
Independent States] we expect to see at
tempts by the former Soviet Union's defense 
industrial sector to market dual-use tech
nologies of concern, notably for nuclear 
power and space launch vehicles. For exam
ple, the space organization Glavkosmos has 
reorganized to market a joint Russian
Kazakhstan space launch service, and Russia 
is offering SS-25 boosters as space launchers. 
Other nations with ambitious weapons devel
opment programs are certain to try to ex
ploit the opportunity to get some of the 
world 's most advanced weapons technology 
and materials at bargain basement prices. " 

As a result of the proliferation of new 
weapons technologies-conventional or spe
cial-! expect that foreign military capabili
ties will expand and become considerably 
more complex to deal with. Some we will not 
have anticipated. The range of conditions 
under which these capabilities might be used 
is much wider than we were accustomed to 
in the past, when the main threat was from 
the Soviet Union and we understood it well. 
Keeping track of burgeoning foreign military 

capabilities will be one of our greatest chal
leng·es in years ahead. The potential for tech
nological surprise in the Third World is 
growing as some international restrictions 
on foreign access to dual-use technologies 
are loosened. 

I would like to note for the record that I sup
port a strong, capable U.S. intelligence com
munity. I have plenty of respect for the men 
and women who comprise our intelligence 
system, and I understand the difficulties that 
they face as they attempt to make sense out 
of what are oftentimes conflicting bits of data. 
That being said, however, it is important to 
recognize that the recent revelations about 
Iraq's nuclear and related programs have 
again demonstrated our capacity to be sur
prised. Mr. Gates candidly acknowledges this 
fact by noting in his testimony that "the poten
tial for technological surprise in the Third 
World is growing* * *." 

In sum, Mr. Chairman, I wanted to make 
sure the record was complete with respect to 
Mr. Gates' views on the emerging threat 
posed by the proliferation of ballistic missiles 
and weapons of mass destruction. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN PRO 
TEMPORE 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
SANGMEISTER). The Chair would advise 
our guests in the gallery that we wel
come them here as guests at any time, 
but the rules of the House prohibit ex
pressions such as clapping or shouting 
in the Chamber, and the Chair asks our 
guests to please refrain from express
ing their reactions to the proceedings. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I yield Ph 
minutes to our colleague from the 
Committee on Armed Services, the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH]. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I just 
wanted to take a second to say that it 
is kind of a historic moment ~hen both 
JOHN SPRATT and JOHN KYL are plug
ging away together on the House floor 
on this whole SDI program. There is bi
partisan opposition to this amendment, 
frankly, because while there is not 
overall complete agreement on where 
the program is going to go, there is 
agreement between our two experts on 
this committee that we do not need to 
cut it like this. If we cut it this much, 
we really begin to dismantle this pro
gram. 

I want to say to the Members here 
today, look, I hate to have to think 
that ballistic missiles are something 
that are going to threaten us in the fu
ture. The reality is I think, because of 
the ever powerful dollar, and I mean 
dollar in everybody's currency across 
this world, and people who want to put 
profit ahead of security, unfortunately 
I think ballistic missile proliferation is 
going to happen. We need to have an 
SDI program because we have to pro
tect our people. We are going to have 
to protect a lot of the world from these 
people who without any regard for 
human life are willing to throw mis
siles and rain death on innocent people. 
That is what SDI is all about. 

Where we go ultimately down the 
line in terms of how many shells and 

how many layers of this program, that 
is up for debate. But what is not up for 
debate is to take this thing down by 
another $1 billion at this point in time, 
crippling the research that is needed. 
And this is not just the position on the 
Republican side. This is a position that 
is shared by Republicans and Demo
crats alike on the committee who have 
studied this thing very carefully. 

I have a lot of respect for the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN] and 
his colleagues, the gentlemen from 
Minnesota, Mr. PENNY and Mr. SABO. 
But on this one I think they are just 
not · correct, and I would urge the Re
publican side of the aisle and those 
Democrats concerned about SDI to re
ject this amendment. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
30 seconds to the gentlewoman from 
Ohio [Ms. OAKAR]. 

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
ask where our priorities are. Ameri
cans spend $35 billion on military re
search and $8.5 billion on health re
search. 

I think if we asked Americans if we 
can afford to transfer $1 billion of the 
$35 billion to health research, to find 
cures for Alzheimer's disease, 
epidemics like breast cancer, prostate 
cancer, and lung cancer, I think they 
would say transfer this $1 billion, and 
let us spend it for cures for disease. 

That ought to be what our national 
priorities are. I support the amend-
ment. ' 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Colo
rado [Mr. HEFLEY]. 

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Chairman, most 
experts agree that Russian President 
Boris Yeltsin's January 1992 call for a 
joint global defense system represents 
a gigantic change in Russia's position 
on a whole range of antiballistic mis
sile [ABM] issues. 

And, as Assistant Secretary of De
fense Stephen Hadley noted in his May 
6 testimony before the Armed Services 
Subcommittee on Research and Devel
opment: 

President Yeltsin's call for a global ballis
tic missile defense system thus represented 
both an opportunity to move forward to de
velop and deploy defenses and to engage the 
former Soviet republics in an important co
operative venture with the West. It appeared 
to be the " yes" for which we had been wait
ing for so long- "yes" to a "cooperative 
transition" to defenses. 

So, now that, again in Secretary 
Hadley's words, "we are leaving behind 
our adversarial relationship and seek
ing the benefits of cooperation," what 
position should the Congress take with 
respect to the future of the SDI pro
gram and the ABM treaty in light of 
President Yeltsin's forward-looking 
proposal for close United States-Rus
sian cooperation on ballistic missile 
defenses? 

First, it should be noted that, with 
the passage last year of the Missile De
fense Act, the Congress already had 
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begun to address these issues. The Mis
sile Defense Act stated, and I quote: 

It is a goal of the United States to-
(1) Deploy an ABM system, including one 

or an adequate additional number of ABM 
sites and space-based sensors, that is capable 
of providing a highly-effective defense of the 
United States against limited attacks of bal
listic missiles; 

(2) Maintain strategic stability; and 
(3) Provide highly-effective theater missile 

defenses [TMDs] to forward-deployed and ex
peditionary elements of the Armed Forces of 
the United States and to friends and allies of 
the United States. 

In addition, the Missile Defense Act 
recognized President Bush's call on 
September 27, 1991, for " immediate and 
concrete steps" to permit the deploy
ment of defenses against limited ballis
tic missile strikes and the response of 
then-Soviet President Gorbachev un
dertaking to "consider such proposals 
from the United States on nonnuclear 
ABM systems." The Act continued: 

In this regard, Congress urges the Presi
dent to pursue immediate discussions with 
the Soviet Union on the feasibility and mu
tual interests of amendments to the ABM 
Treaty to permit the following: 

(a) Construction of ABM sites and deploy
ment of ground-based ABM interceptors in 
addition to those currently permitted under 
the ABM treaty. 

(b) Increased use of space-based sensors for 
direct battle management. 

(c) Clarification of what development and 
testing of space-based missile defenses is per
missible under the ABM Treaty. 

(d) Increased flexibility for technology de
velopment of advanced ballistic missile de
fenses, and 

(e) Clarification of the distinctions for the 
purposes of the ABM treaty between theater 
missile defenses and ABM defenses, including 
interceptors and radars. 

Thus, the Congress last year in the 
Missile Defense Act urged the Presi
dent to immediately begin negotia
tions with the then-Soviet Union to see 
whether and how the ABM treaty 
would need to be modified in order to 
accomplish the goals of the act-name
ly to establish a highly effective mis
sile defense for our troops overseas, for 
our friends and allies, and for the 
American people. In addition, the Con
gress agreed to provide "robust fund
ing" for promising follow-on tech
nologies, such as the Brilliant Pebbles 
space-based interceptor concept, and 
provided a total of $4.15 billion for SDI 
in fiscal year 1993. 

In sum, the Congress has recognized 
the danger posed by the proliferation of 
ballistic missiles and weapons of mass 
destruction; has established a national 
goal of providing protection against 
these emerging threats; has called for 
immediate negotiations to provide 
whatever relief from the ABM treaty is 
necessary to implement the goal, and 
has provided a " down payment" of 
funds toward a future highly effective 
missile defense. 

So just as we are on the verge of a 
historic United States-Russian agree
ment for a cooperative, joint ballistic 

missile defense system, the Durbin 
amendment undermines the President 
and short changes this critical pro
gram. For these reasons, I strongly op
pose the Durbin amendment. 

But each of the steps listed above 
were taken last year. What additional 
steps do we need to take this year to 
ensure that the strategy and goals em
bodied in the Missile Defense Act are 
fully implemented? 

First, we need to provide adequate 
resources for the SDI program. The 
amount for SDI in H.R. 5006, the Armed 
Services Committee-reported bill, is 
too low. Admittedly, the committee
approved funding level for fiscal year 
1993 is higher than the amount rec
ommended out of the committee in all 
the previous years of the SDI program, 
and that's a positive development. But 
it still is not adequate. In this regard, 
I urge my colleagues to vote for the 
Kyl amendment which would restore 
the cuts to the SDI program made by 
the Armed Services Committee. 

Second, we should take no steps that 
would undermine the consensus that 
emerged last year in favor of the Mis
sile Defense Act. Certainly, were the 
House to approve either the Dell urns
Boxer or Durbin amendments, it would 
represent a pronounced step backwards 
from the direction provided in the Mis
sile Defense Act. 

In addition, the Armed Services Com
mittee bill provides no funds for one of 
the most promising concepts for effec
tive defenses, Brilliant Pebbles. That 
makes no sense, especially in light of 
the explicit call in the Missile Defense 
Act for robust funding for promising 
follow-on ABM technologies, such as 
Brilliant Pebbles. Again, I urge my col
leagues to support the Kyl amendment 
to repair the damage done to Brilliant 
Pebbles by the committee's mark. 

And, third, the Armed Services Com
mittee unfortunately has taken an
other step that may undermine the 
consensus behind the Missile Defense 
Act. Specifically, the committee adopt
ed an amendment that modifies the 
goals language of the Missile Defense 
Act. Earlier in my statement, I read 
into the RECORD the goals section of 
the Missile Defense Act of 1991. The 
new, Armed Services Committee-ap
proved goals sectio~ reads as follows: 

It is a goal of the United States to-
(1) maintain compliance with the ABM 

treaty, including any protocol or amendment 
thereto, and not develop, test, or deploy any 
ballistic missile defense system, or compo
nent thereof, in violation of the treaty, as 
modified by any protocol or an amendment 
thereto; and 

(2) deploy an anti-ballistic missile system 
that is capable of providing a highly-effec
tive defense of the United States against 
limited attacks of ballistic missiles, which 
may include space-based sensors and addi
tional deployment sites if authorized by Con
gress and permitted by the ABM treaty, as 
modified by any protocol or amendment 
thereto. 

What 's wrong with this new formula
tion? First, the revision is unclear on 

whether space-based sensors will be a 
part of a U.S. ABM system or not. 
Whereas space-based sensors are spe
cifically called out in the Missile De
fense Act as an element of the U.S. 
ABM system, in the Armed Services 
Committee-reported bill the issue is 
muddied-sensors may or may not be 
included, depending upon whether Con
gress agrees to fund their deployment. 
This is unfortunate because the experts 
agree that space-based sensors can 
make a major contribution to the ef
fectiveness of U.S. missile defenses
whether theater missile defenses or de
fenses for the continental United 
States. 

And, second, it elevates continued 
U.S. compliance with the ABM treaty 
to the same level as the goal of deploy
ing a highly effective defense. That's 
not necessary. The goal has been and 
should remain to deploy a highly effec
tive defense against ballistic missile 
attack. The committee's continued in
fatuation with the ABM treaty comes 
just as Presidents Bush and Yeltsin are 
prepared to sit down and negotiate 
amendments to the ABM treaty that 
would go a long way toward imple- . 
menting the goals of the Missile De
fense Act. 

For these reasons, I strongly urge my 
colleagues to oppose the Durbin 
amendment, and to support the Kyl 
amendment. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I yield such 
time as he may consume to the gen
tleman from South Carolina [Mr. 
SPENCE]. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in oppo
sition to the Durbin amendment. This country 
must have a way to protect Americans against 
a surprise ballistic missile attack. That's some
thing we can't do now. 

In past years, the ritual played out on this 
floor was aimed at letting SDI limp along on 
research, while funds were raked off else
where. 

Sensibly, we crossed the fine from research 
deployment in fast year's defense bill. · Even 
the Russians are for it now. So why aren't we 
moving ahead to boost funding for space
based interceptors? 

It's because we're stiff hung up on the old 
arguments. 

One says that we have plenty of time before 
terrorist nations can launch a ballistic missile 
that can reach this country. I doubt most 
Americans think that's comforting. They know 
there's a rogues gallery of nations out there 
who are busy buying and building ballistic mis
siles. Besides, if we wait until the threat is on 
our door step, it will be too fate. 

We stiff hear there's little congressional con
sensus for deploying space-based intercep
tors. Perhaps that comes from talking too 
much to ourselves. We ought to be asking 
Americans what they want, not bending their 
survival instincts to fit a warped political agen
da. 

The gulf war taught us several lessons, two 
of which are relevant to this amendment. 

First, the critical role played by military 
space systems was reaffirmed. 
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U.S. forces relied heavily on space assets 

for surveillance of enemy forces, situational 
awareness, positioning of coalition forces, 
warning of missile attacks, and more. Space 
systems are becoming an increasingly impor
tant element of U.S. force structure and mili
tary strategy. 

We must recognize, however, that space 
systems, despite their critical contribution to 
the swift coalition victory, are costly to de
velop, produce and operate. Some U.S. sat
ellites that saw action in Operation Desert 
Shield/Desert Storm, for instance, cost up to 
$1 billion apiece. At this price tag, our theater 
military commanders' needs may fall victim to 
shrinking budgets. 

Second, the need for and value of active 
missile defenses was demonstrated beyond a 
shadow of a doubt. 

As the House Armed Service Committee's 
report on lessons learned from the gulf war 
"Defense For A New Era" states: 

Independent of the debate over the degree 
of success that the Patriot missiles had in 
their theater missile defense role against 
Iraqi Scuds, the politjcal and military util
ity of mobile theater defenses was dem
onstrated unequivocally during Operation 
Desert Storm. Although some critics con
tend that the lessons learned from the em
ployment of the Patriot missile in the TMD 
role are negligible due to the low-tech nature 
of the 20 year-old Scud technology, it should 
not be forgotten that the Patriot is, itself, 
based on 20 year-old technology. 

The global proliferation of ballistic missile 
technology and weapons of mass destruction 
has become one of the most immediate and 
dangerous threats to U.S. national security 
in the post-Cold War era. Over time, this 
threat will most likely evolve from today's 
shorter-range, inaccurate missiles in the di
rection of more sophisticated, longer-range 
and increasingly accurate systems. There
fore, the question of how the U.S. can mod
ernize its TMD capabilities to best ensure 
that its forward deployed and power projec
tion forces possess effective defenses against 
future tactical ballistic missile threats is 
paramount. 

So, how does this amendment relate, first, 
to the issue of the increasing importance and 
cost of military space systems, and second, to 
the issue of responding to the growing threat 
posed by the proliferation of theater ballistic 
missiles? 

As noted in a recent Aviation Week article, 
"Early development work on the Brilliant Peb
bles space-based interceptor is raising several 
issues that promise to change traditional ap
proaches to spacecraft design, production and 
operation." The article goes on to state that: 

For the first time, sophisticated spacecraft 
must be designed and produced as expendable 
units, analogous to tactical missiles or 
smart bombs. Technologies now being devel
oped by Pebbles contractor teams will have a 
substantial influence on the future design of 
military, commercial and scientific sat
ellites. Similarly, command and control 
techniques under development could de
crease the cost of future space operations. 

Furthermore, experiments using real hard
ware have shown that Brilliant Pebbles can 
help to deter and, if necessary, defeat ballistic 
missile attacks against U.S. forward-deployed 
troops, power projection forces and our friends 
and allies, thereby strengthening U.S. security 
and global stability. 

According to a March 1992 report submitted 
to Congress by Deputy Secretary of Defense 
Atwood: 

Brilliant Pebbles would be continuously in 
position to provide global detection of an at
tack and a means to destroy both strategic 
and theater ballistic missiles. It could act 
autonomously to provide highly-effective 
protection against a limited number of mis
siles, regardless of their source, * * * with 
ranges greater than approximately 500 kilo
meters. 

The desirability of intercepting warheads 
early and well away from the intended target 
was one of the lessons of the Gulf War. One 
of the limitations associated with Patriot 
during Operation Desert Storm involved de
bris from Scuds destroyed in the atmosphere 
landing on target areas and causing civilian 
casualties and property damage. The modi
fied Scud missiles launched by Iraq a:gainst 
Israel and Saudi Arabia would have been ac
cessible from space and could have been 
intercepted far from their targets by Bril
liant Pebbles. 

What is the House Armed Services Commit
tee's response to this opportunity to drive 
down the costs associated with designing, pro
curing and operating military space systems 
and to provide a highly effective defense for 
U.S. forward deployed military forces and our 
friends and allies? Incredibly, the committee 
recommends that all work in this area be ter
minated. 

The approach embodied in this amendment 
stands in sharp contrast to the approach rec
ommended by the committee. If passed, this 
amendment will ensure that this promising 
concept for reducing the costs to develop and 
produce satellites and revolutionizing the way 
they operate, and for defending America's 
forces and interests, receives robust funding. 

Finally, such a funding level is consistent 
with the Missile Defense Act passed by Con
gress last year, which specifically called out 
the requirement for "robust funding for re
search and development for promising follow
on antiballistic missile technologies, including 
Brilliant Pebbles." 

For these reasons, I strongly urge my col
leagues to support robust funding for SOl, and 
oppose the Durbin amendment. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself our remaining 2V2 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, there is an alienation 
and anger in this land. For me to re
port it on the floor of the House is not 
a news i tern. We all know it. The peo
ple of this country are concerned that 
this Congress is unresponsive to the 
real problems of America. The people 
of this Nation are concerned that this 
Congress no longer hears them, that we 
continue to spend billions of dollars 
with little or no care about what it is 
doing to our national debt, that we 
continue to make priorities out of pro
grams that do not count. 

We have heard the statement by the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
EARLY] and the gentlewoman from 
Ohio [Ms. OAKAR] about billions spent 
on star wars which represent billions 
that will not be spent for medical re
search to cure AIDS, and cancer, and 
heart disease. That is what we face. 

For those who believe that this pro
gram can stand on its own feet, let me 

read a few statistics. Here are some of 
the proposals we have funded in star 
wars: 

American taxpayers have spent $29 
billion, $366 million for airborne opti
cal aircraft, star wars waste, it has 
been canceled; $700 million for the neu
tral particle beam, star wars waste, it 
has been canceled; $720 million for 
space-based chemical - laser, star wars 
waste, it has been canceled; $1 billion 
for the boost-type surveillance and 
tracking satellite, star wars waste, it 
has been canceled; $1.2 billion for the 
free electron laser, star wars waste, it 
has been canceled; $1.8 billion for the x
ray laser, more star wars waste. 

Just a few days ago a majority of 
this House of Representatives queued 
up to sign up for a balanced budget 
amendment. They are pledged to bal
ance our budget and cut spending. 
Today is your first installment. If you 
cannot vote, all your porkbusters and 
balanced budget amendment battalion 
to come down here and cut $1 billion 
out of this wasteful program, then turn 
in your stripes, you do not deserve 
them. This is an opportunity for us to 
step forward, to say we are going to 
bring some sanity to a program that 
has very serious managerial problems, 
to say we are going to recognize the 
real threat to America and to make 
certain that the money that we spend 
is well spent. 

You have a chance today, Members of 
the House. You can vote to reduce the 
deficit by $1 billion and still keep the 
research, still keep the amount of de
ployment that is in this bill in place. 
Do the right thing, the sane thing. Lis
ten to what America is telling us. 

D 1100 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I yield such 
time as he may consume to the gen
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. AS PIN], the 
chairman of the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding this time to 
me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the Durbin amendment. There are a lot 
of things that have changed in the 
world today. There are a lot of expendi
tures that we do not need to make now 
in this new world. 

The one physical threat to this coun
try that remains is the possibility of a 
nuclear attack by a Third World ter
rorist accidental launch, something 
that is new, and in that regard this de
fense is critical and it is important 
that we go ahead and that we have it 
and we build it and that we deploy it, 
a ground-based system. We .should de
ploy it. We should go ahead. 

The program of the gentleman from 
Illinois is just a research program. Our 
position is to build the actual system 
by developing it over time carefully, 
gradually, but actually to build the 
system. It is the one threat that still 
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remains physically to the United 
States. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, as a result 
of the comments of the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. ASPIN], the chair
man of the Committee on Armed Serv
ices, I would join the gentleman in urg
ing my colleagues to vote "no" on the 
Durbin amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
SANGMEISTER). The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I demand a 
recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 161, noes 211, 
not voting 62, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Andrews (ME) 
Applegate 
Atkins 
AuCoin 
Bennett 
Berman 
Blackwell 
Bonior 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Cardin 
Carper 
Carr 
Clay 
Collins (Ml) 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
DeFazio 
DeLaura 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Donnelly 
Dooley 
Dorgan (ND) 
Downey 
Duncan 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
Engel 
Espy 
Evans 
Fazio 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Cordon 
Hall (OH) 
Hayes (IL) 
Hochbruec kner 

Alexander 
Allard 
Allen 
Anderson 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 

[Roll No. 169] 
AYES-161 

Horn 
Hughes 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnston 
Jones (NC) 
Jontz 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Klug 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
LaRocco 
Leach 
Levin (Ml) 
Long 
Lowey (NY) 
Manton 
Markey 
Marlenee 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
McDermott 
McHugh 
Mfume 
Mineta 
Moakley 
Moody 
Moran 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Nagle 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NO) 
Nowak 
Nussle 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Orton 
Owens (NY) 
Owens (UT) 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Pease 
Penny 

NOES-211 

Annunzio 
Archer 
Armey 
A spin 
Bacchus 
Baker 

Perkins 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Poshard 
Price 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reed 
Ridge 
Rose 
Roukema 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Shays 
Sikorski 
Skaggs 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (FL) 
SolaF.o~ 
Staggers 
Stal11ngs 
Stark 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Thomas (WY) 
Torres 
Towns 
Traficant 
Valentine 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Washington 
Waters 
Waxman 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Wise 
Wyden 
Yates 

Ballenger 
Barnard 
Barrett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bentley 

Bereuter 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Borski 
Brewster 
Browder 
Bunning 
Burton 
Callahan 
Camp 
Campbell (CO) 
Chandler 
Chapman 
Clement 
Coble 
Coleman (MO) 
Coleman (TX) 
Combest 
Cooper 
Costello 
Coughlin 
Cox (CA) 
Cramer 
Crane 
Cunningham 
Darden 
Davis 
DeLay 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Doolittle 
Dornan (CA) 
Dreier 
Edwards (OK) 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
English 
Erdreich 
Ewing 
Fascell 
Fa well 
Fish 
Franks (CT) 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Geren 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Goss 
Gradison 
Grandy 
Guarini 
Gunderson 
Hall(TX) 
Hamilton 
Hammerschmidt 
Hancock 

Ackerman 
Anthony 
Beilenson 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Campbell (CA) 
Clinger 
Collins (IL) 
Dannemeyer 
de la Garza 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dymally 
Feighan 
Fields 
Flake 
Gaydos 
Green 

Hansen 
Harris 
Hastert 
Hayes (LA) 
Hefley 
Henry 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Holloway 
Hopkins 
Horton 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Huckaby 
Hunter 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inhofe 
James 
Jenkins 
Johnson (OT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson (TX) 
Kasich 
Kennelly 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Lagomarsino 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Lowery (CA) 
Machtley 
Martin 
McCandless 
McCloskey 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McCurdy 
McEwen 
McGrath 
McMillan (NC) 
McMillen (MD) 
McNulty 
Meyers 
Michel 
Miller (OH) 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Murtha 
Myers 
Natcher 
Ortiz 
Oxley 
Packard 
Parker 
Paxon 
Payne (VA) 
Petri 

Pickett 
Pickle 
Quillen 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Richardson 
Riggs 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rowland 
Santorum 
Sarpalius 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Schulze 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith(IA) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (GA) 
Thornton 
Torricelli 
Upton 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weber 
Weldon 
Wilson 
Wolf 
Wylie 
Yatron 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

NOT VOTING-62 
Hatcher 
Hefner 
Herger 
Hertel 
Hubbard 
Ireland 
Jones (GA) 
Kolter 
Kopetski 
Laughlin 
Lehman (CA) 
Lehman (FL) 
Lent 
Levine (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Livingston 
Luken 
McDade 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (WA) 
Mink 

0 1120 

Morella 
Morrison 
Nichols 
Olin 
Patterson 
Pelosi 
Porter 
Pursell 
Ray 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Scheuer 
Thomas (CA) 
Traxler 
Unsoeld 
Vander Jagt 
Vucanovich 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wolpe 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Beilsenson for, with Mr. Ray against. 

Mrs. Morella for, with Mr. Herger against. 
Mr. Porter for, with Mr. Roth against. 
Mrs. Collins of Illinois for, with Mr. 

Bustamante against. 
Mr. WASHINGTON changed his vote 

from "no" to "aye." 
So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. KOPETSKI. Mr. Chairman, I was 
unavoidably detained on official busi
ness for the vote on the Rollcall No. 
169. If I was present, I would J;ave voted 
"aye." 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen
tleman from New Mexico for the pur
poses of engaging in a colloquy. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, let me say that I 
strongly support the amendment of
fered by my colleague, the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. MAVROULES] 
which requests a report on the feasibil
ity of funding drug interdiction and 
counter-drug activities that reduce the 
demand for illegal drugs for young peo
ple by the National Guard. 

As my colleague on the committee is 
aware, the New Mexico National Guard 
has formulated a proposal to operate a 
youth camp program in order to ad
dress the rising demand and use of ille
gal drugs among New Mexico's young 
people. 

Specifically, the New Mexico pro
gram will reduce the demand for illegal 
drugs by targeting repeat offenders and 
providing them with a rehabilitation 
alternative. Through education, role 
modeling, hard work and counseling, 
the National Guard will provide New 
Mexico's misguided youth offenders 
with a second chance at life. 

I would like to ask the chairman of 
the committee, does he agree that the 
New Mexico National Guard Youth 
Camp Program is similar to the pro
grams the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
MAVROULES] and the committee has 
targeted? 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, the gen
tleman is correct. The committee rec
ognizes that the New Mexico National 
Guard Youth Camp Program does re
semble the type of program this 
amendment would review. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to work closely with my col
league as we move toward the House
Senate conference committee to de
velop more specific language address
ing the important role youth camps 
can play in our war against crime and 
drugs. 

Mr. ASPIN. Of course. I am not sure 
what the Senate's position will be, but 
I want to assure my colleague that I 
will work with him. Indeed I have al
ready asked staff to begin looking into 
this. 
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Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, I 

thank the distinguished chairman of 
the committee. 

Mr. A SPIN. Mr . Chairman, I yield to 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. ORTIZ] 
for the purpose of engaging in a col
loquy. 

Mr. ORTIZ. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the distinguished chairman of the com
mittee. 

First, I would like to say that I fully 
support the reauthorization of the 
small disadvantaged business program 
which is included in this bill. 

The program has been useful in in
creasing opportunities for minority
owned small businesses to compete for 
defense contracts. 

A similar program that encourages 
the growth of minority owned small 
business is the Small Business Admin
istration's 8(a) program. 

I am concerned that the current re
cession is hindering the effectiveness of 
this program. 

Mr. ASPIN. That is true. Many of the 
benefits of the 8(a) program are being 
drastically undermined by the reces
sion and the cuts in defense spending. 
The impact of these reductions has 
been exacerbated by the fact, as I un
derstand it, that most 8(a) contract op
portunities have been derived from 
DOD procurements. 

Mr. ORTIZ. I agree. 
Mr. Chairman, my constituents and 

minority small businesses throughout 
the country are saying it is essential to 
their survival and continued growth 
that certain changes be made to the 
8(a) program- most significantly that 
Congress enact legislation allowing 
them to remain in the program an ad
ditional 3 years. 

In addition, these businesses suggest 
changes that would help alleviate the 
burdensome costs imposed on 8(a) firms 
when competing for 8(a) contracts. 

The changes would be addressed in a 
pilot program to: emphasize technical 
rather than cost competitions; elimi
nate option years in the calculation of 
competitive thresholds; and count 8(a) 
competitive awards in a firm's com
petitive business mix. 

Mr. ASPIN. I have also spoken with 
our colleague, RON DELLUMS, about 
these proposals-we believe these 
changes should be considered promptly 
by the Small Business Committee. Mr. 
DELLUMS and I realize we must con
sider proposals aimed at giving minor
ity owned businesses the opportunities 
to build their businesses and compete 
in the mainstream of the American 
economy. That's the original intent of 
the 8(a) program. 

Mr. ORTIZ. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to stress again that now, more 
than ever, it is essential that we pro
vide a means by which members of our 
minority communities can become pro
ductive members of our society. 

In doing so, we will be helping not 
only the minority community, but 
American society as a whole. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 
the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. 
THORNTON] for the purpose of engaging 
in a colloquy. 

Mr. THORNTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the chairman of the committee 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
multiple launch rocket system [MLRS] 
program. By providing for a procure
ment of 30,000 rockets for the Army 
and by expanding the program to the 
Marine Corps, clearly the committee's 
authorization actions strongly endorse 
the effectiveness of the MLRS pro
gram. In that regard I would like to 
seek clarification on the MLRS author
ization for the Marine Corps. 

Mr. Chairman, our Marine Corps 
Commandant testified this session that 
his service needs MLRS launchers and 
rockets. In response, our House Armed 
Service Committee provided the au
thorization of $254.7 million in funding 
for MLRS for the Marine Corps. While 
the committee report does not specify 
the actual provision of rockets, it is 
my understanding that the commit
tee's intention was to provide for a 
substantial number of rockets from 
within the $254.7 million in authoriza
tion funding. 

Mr. Chairman, I would be very appre
ciative if you could outline the disposi
tion of MLRS funding required to sat
isfy the Marine Corps requirement. 

Mr. ASPIN. I would be pleased to pro
vide that clarification for my good 
friend from the State of Arkansas. The 
committee went to great lengths to de
termine and be responsive to the actual 
needs of the Marine Corps. Therefore, 
within the overall program authoriza
tion, we provided $107 million in au
thorized funding for 12,500 MLRS tac
tical rockets for the Marine Corps, and 
$147.7 million for 42 launchers and sup
port equipment for the Marine Corps. 

Mr. THORNTON. I thank the com
mittee chairman. I respectfully request 
that the report include the specific au
thorization of $107 million for 12,500 
MLRS rockets for the U.S. Marine 
Corps, as well as the quantity and dol
lar data just mentioned by Chairman 
ASPIN for launchers and support equip
ment. This will clear up a potential 
problem in the spread sheets that ulti
mately will be considered with the 
other Chamber. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I would be 
glad to accommodate my very good 
friend from Arkansas in clarifying the 
Marine Corps MLRS rocket require
ment in the committee report as re
quested. 

Mr. THORNTON. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
take this opportunity to address the multiple 
launch rocket system [MLRS]. Specifically, I 
want to extend my remarks on an important 
issue relating to the sustained production of 
MLRS rockets. This issue is a technical cor
rection, not a substantive change to the fiscal 
year 1993 Defense authorization bill the 
House is now considering. 

To refresh memories, MLRS rockets were 
used by the U.S. Army and National Guard as 
well as by our allies to saturate, neutralize, 
and suppress Iraqi Republican Guards, Iraqi 
armor, their fire support, radar, and other key 
tactical targets in Kuwait. Was this the can
nonade of our century? Yes, with 644 gre
nades per MLRS rocket, this was indeed the 
cannonade of our century. After those intense 
100 hours of Desert Storm, we received abun
dant testimony that the MLRS system worked 
as well as advertised, saving American and al
lied lives. For these reasons, the MLRS is ar
guably the world's best artillery support sys
tem. For Desert Storm, Jane's Defense Week
ly last February summed it up well. This publi
cation called MLRS the backbone of the coali
tion's heavy artillery. 

From a financial perspective, the MLRS pro
gram may well also be recorded as the best 
production contract in the history of the U.S. 
Army. For the last 11 years, the actual cost of 
the MLRS system has come within one-half of 
one percent of the forecasted goal. The MLRS 
is the hero of multiyear contracting. 

For those reasons, this Member was par
ticularly pleased with the fiscal year 1993 
product of the House Armed Services Commit
tee. This committee knows how to get the best 
price for the American taxpayer. 

The problem, Mr. Chairman, is that an im
portant number was omitted from the House 
Armed Services Committee's report. For the 
Army, the committee report indeed lists 30,000 
MLRS rockets for fiscal year 1993 and author
izes $110 million for this buy. For our marines, 
the committee report lists a dollar number of 
$254.7 million, but does not explicitly call for 
rockets. 

We know, however, the Marines want MLRS 
rockets for their launchers. For example, here 
is what Gen. Carl E. Mundy, Jr. our Marine 
Corps Commandant, testified before both the 
House and Senate Armed Services Commit
tees. On May 5, 1992, General Mundy told our 
counterparts in the other Chamber that: 

Our force structure planning effort identi
fied * * * enhancements that will offset some 
of the reductions we face as a result of 
downsizing. One is the need for a Multiple 
Launch Rocket System, the MLRS, to im
prove our long range artillery capability. 
* * * We have programmed resources to pro
cure sufficient equipment for one-half of an 
MLRS battalion and 15 days of ammunition. 
Additional launchers and ammunition will 
be pursued in the future to outfit an entire 
battalion. 

It is clear that General Mundy's reference to 
ammunition means rockets in the MLRS case. 
Of course our Marines want MLRS rockets to 
go with their launchers. We have just been in 
touch with General Mundy's office, and they 
have informed us the Marine Corps require
ment is 12,500 MLRS tactical rockets in fiscal 
year 1993. 

I have just quoted our Marine Corps Com
mandant for his service's felt need for this 
heavy artillery backbone. Let me cite an ex
pression from one of our marines on the front 
line. Typically understated, it is a Marine 
Corps officer's appeal for MLRS rockets. It 
was not composed by an armchair tactician 
who did not participate, who did not hear the 
cannonade of the century. Rather it was writ
ten by a lieutenant colonel of artillery who 
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linked up with an Army MLRS battery to over
run Iraqi strongpoints in Kuwait. The lieutenant 
colonel's name is Andres Mazzara, command
ing officer of the 5th Battalion, artillery; 1Oth 
Marines, at Camp Lejeune, NC. He served in 
that same capacity during Operation Desert 
Storm. I quote a brief passage from his article 
in the respected Naval Institute Proceedings of 
November 1991: 

There were, however, several artillery is
sues that remained * * * These include the 
procurement of the Multiple Launch Rocket 
System (MLRS) * * *.The lOth Marine Artil
lery Regiment was task organized with four 
Marine artillery battalions, an Army self
propelled (155 mm M109A3) artillery battal
ion, and an MLRS battery. The MLRS 
showed the lethality, mobility, and tremen
dous fire support value inherent in this tech
nology. The Marine Corps needs this weapons 
system. 

Our Marine Corps needs MLRS rockets, 
and the committee's report language explicitly 
refers to "multiple launch rocket systems." 
Systems, in this case, surely means both 
launchers and rockets. But because of the 
danger of ambiguity, let me repeat that we 
doublechecked with our Marine Corps, and 
have been told that their requirement is 
12,500 MLRS tactical rockets in the 1993 fis
cal year buy. What we, as a body, need to do 
now is make that explicit. We need to go back 
to the word processor and enter the authoriza
tion of 12,500 MLRS rockets for the U.S. Ma
rine Corps in the fiscal year 1993 Defense au
thorization bill under debate. This will clear up 
a potential problem in the spread sheets that 
ultimately will be considered with the other 
Chamber. Our Marine Corps' need for MLRS 
rockets should not be finessed by an ambigu
ous spread sheet. 

These are the key reasons I am requesting 
a technical correction in House Report 1 02-
527. My technical correction does not add one 
dime to the $254.7 million authorized by the 
committee. On the table on page 68, I re
spectfully request the addition of an appro
priate line to call for 12,500 MLRS tactical 
rockets for $107 million, and a corresponding 
correction on line 42a to read $147.7 million 
for 42 MLRS launchers and support equip
ment. When you add $147.7 million and $107 
million, you get the exact dollar amount au
thorized by the committee. The addition of a 
separate MLRS rocket line is solely to avoid 
unnecessary confusion during joint conference 
with Members of the other Chamber. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
Cox of Illinois). It is the understanding 
of the Chair that amendment No. 14 
printed in part I of House Report 102-
545 will not be offered. It the Chair's 
understanding correct? 

Mr. A SPIN. The understanding of the 
Chair is correct. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. It is 
now in order to consider amendment 
No. 15 printed in part I of House Report 
102-545. 

AMENDMENT OI<'FERED BY MR. ANDREWS OF 
MAINE 

Mr. ANDREWS of Maine. Mr. Chair
man, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. ANDREWS of 
Maine: 

Strike out section 141 (page 15, line 18, 
through page 18, line 19) and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 
SEC. 141. TERMINATION OF NEW PRODUCTION OF 

B-2 AIRCRAFT. 
(a) PRODUCTION TERMINATION.-Funds ap

propriated for the Department of Defense for 
fiscal years after fiscal year 1991 may not be 
obligated or expended to commerce produc
tion of any B-2 aircraft. 

(b) AUTHORIZED SCOPE OF B-2 PROGRAM.
Amounts appropriated for the Department of 
Defense may be expended for the B-2 aircraft 
program only-

(1) for the completion of production of the 
15 deployable B- 2 aircraft for which produc
tion was commenced with funds appropriated 
for a fiscal year before fiscal year 1992; 

(2) for research, development, test, and 
evaluation, including flight testing; and 

(3) for military construction associated 
with the deployment of the 15 B-2 aircraft 
referred to in paragraph (1). 

(C) REDUCTION IN FUNDING.-The amount 
authorized in section 103 for procurement of 
aircraft for the Air Force is hereby reduced 
by $2,686,572,000, to be derived from the B-2 
aircraft program. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
SANGMEISTER). Pursuant to the rule, 
the gentleman from Maine [Mr. AN
DREWS] will be recognized for 20 min
utes, and the gentleman from Alabama 
[Mr. DICKINSON] will be recognized for 
20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Maine [Mr. ANDREWS]. 

D 1130 
Mr. ANDREWS of Maine. Mr. Chair

man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, the debate on the B-2 
bomber is one that . is very familiar to 
all of us. We have bantered about var
ious chestnuts on the B-2 bomber year 
after year. We have discussed a whole 
range of issues relating to this aircraft. 

Last year and the year before, after 
considering all of the points that were 
raised in this debate, this House made 
a definitive decision about the B-2 
bomber. It decided that this Nation 
was adequately served; in fact, that the 
Nation's needs would be met in total 
with 15 B-2 bombers. 

I want to extend my appreciation to 
all those Members who articulated so 
well on this floor the argument for 15 
bombers and who published reports 
after the debate for 15 bombers. 

Mr. Chairman, the chairman of the 
Committee on Armed Services stated it 
probably best of all last year, 11 
months ago, in an op-ed piece in the 
Los Angeles Times entitled "Yes to the 
B-2, but no to more B-2's," where he 
described the 15 B-2's that we had au
thorized last year as "a highly effec
tive force." 

Well, we responded last year. We 
agreed with those who argued for 15, 
and overwhelmingly this House voted 
for that 15 level. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, we are being 
asked to go beyond that 15-plane level, 

to 20 planes. The key question that we 
have to ask ourselves is what has hap
pened in the last year that compels us 
to change our position and vote to sup
port more B-2's than what we author
ized last year. That is the key ques
tion, what has occurred in one year's 
time to convince us that we must go 
beyond 15, to 20. 

Well, in my view, nothing has hap
pened that would compel us to go be
yond the 15 B-2 level. But I will tell 
you what has happened. The Soviet 
Union has disintegrated in that last 12-
month period. The economies of our 
economic competitors around the 
world has grown stronger. Our Nation's 
debt has increased. The foundation of 
our economy and our children's future 
has weakened. 

Mr. Chairman, I will tell you what 
else has happened. Americans are de
manding more than ever before that 
Washington wake up and smell the cof
fee, that we stop politics as usual, that 
we set priorities and have the guts to 
stand up for the national interest and 
say no to unnecessary spending. 

We have heard lots of talk about cut
ting unnecessary spending, Mr. Chair
man, and getting our budget under con
trol. We are going to hear a lot more of 
that talk next week. 

But this is where the rubber meets 
the road. You do not balance budgets 
by resolutions or even amendments; 
you balance them by making strong de
cisions, tough decisions, the right deci
sions. This amendment, Mr. Chairman, 
I believe is the right decision. 

In terms of the costs that we will be 
adding to our debt, the cost of author
izing these additional planes, if you be
lieve the Pentagon, which is a great 
leap of faith with this particular pro
gram, but if you believe them we are 
talking about a bargain basement 
price, so called, of $2.6 billion to extend 
this program to those additional 
planes; $2.6 billion. 

Now, we do not have the money, so 
we are going to have to borrow the 
money. If we pay that money off in 5 
years, again, another great leap of 
faith, you are going to add another $1.2 
billion in interest payments to this 
country, for a grand total of $3.8 billion 
to take us beyond this 15 B- 2 bomber 
threshold. 

Now, where I come from this is real 
money. It is talked about so often 
around here as a bargain. You are 
going to hear about all the additional 
capacity that we will have. You will 
hear about all the great things that we 
will be able to do. You will hear why it 
is a good deal. 

But $3.8 billion, you know, in my 
State of Maine I could pay for every
thing in our budget. I could eliminate 
the sales tax. I could eliminate the in
come tax. I could send a check to every 
taxpayer in the State of Maine and 
still have money left over from that 
amount of money. 
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Mr. Chairman, this is real money, 

and we are in a real fiscal crisis, and 
we have to set priorities. 

The irony, Mr. Chairman, is· we are 
not even talking about cutting, we are 
simply talking about holding the line 
at the 15 planes that we authorized last 
year. 

The good news is that the Committee 
on Armed Services believes that the B-
2 should work and that cost overruns 
should be brought under control before 
we finally authorize all the money for 
these 20 planes. I have no disagreement 
with that at all. But what our side is 
saying is absolutely make sure the 
planes work. Solve the cost overrun 
problem. But then let us draw the line 
at 15 planes. 

Mr. Chairman, again, the question I 
hope that all Members ask themselves 
before they cast this vote is what has 
happened in the last 12 months that 
would require us to go from 15 to 20 
planes. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time . 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman is cor
rect in that we have had this debate on 
this subject matter for many years 
now. As we can all recall, the adminis
tration started out asking for and the 
plan was to build 132 B- 2's. As the 
world situation changed and the resist
ance grew to the so-called sticker 
shock on the cost of each item, the ad
ministration changed its position and 
said we will build 75. So the debate con
tinued. 

Finally last year the administration 
said, coming over by the Department of 
Defense, let us close this thing out. Let 
us come to an agreement, an under
standing, build it, and stop arguing 
about it every year and stretching out 
the program making the costs run up. 

The administration said, "We will · 
settle for 20 B-2's to close it out." 

We agreed, in essence, last year that 
certain parameters, certain goalposts, 
certain mileage markers would be re
quired along the way; but we said we 
will build the 20. 

Now we have bought and paid for 15. 
Last year we added another one, mak
ing 16, but we fenced the money. But 
we have had long lead money in here to 
buy parts going into the future for the 
additional four. 

What we are asking for in this bill is 
$2.68 billion in procurement to finish 
out the buy. That is what we are ask
ing for, just to finish out the buy. 

Now, General Lowe, who is head of 
the Air Combat Command that will op
erate these birds, says that the dif
ference between 15 and 20 gives us a 50-
percent increase in capability, a 50-per
cent increase just with that small addi
tion because it will give us two wings. 
It will allow for downtime on some 
planes that might not be fully capable 

at any one time due to repair and 
maintenance. It gives us two wings of 
planes 10 each. 

This is what we need. This is what 
will suit our requirements. Not to go 
forward and build the last four is sim
ply a tremendous waste of money. 

As a matter of fact, we have already 
spent some $35 billion. The total pro
gram will run something like $44 bil
lion. We will have billions of dollars of 
wasted money if we simply build 15 and 
say everything else that we have spent 
in long lead i terns is wasted. 

So I think it is a very shortsighted 
proposal to delete these funds and cap 
it at 15. There has been a general 
agreement from both sides, pro and 
con, on the total subject of the B-2. We 
came to an agreement. Let us live up 
to the agreement, and finish it out. I 
hope this is the last time we will have 
the necessity of debating this issue on 
the floor. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 minutes to 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH]. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, as a per
son who started this fight with the gen
tleman from California [Mr. DELLUMS] 
3 years ago, I will tell you what the sit
uation has been and what has changed 
in the last year. 

0 1140 
Last December I got a phone call 

from Secretary Cheney. We had just 
come out of the conference committee 
where we once again were subjected to 
Chinese water torture. And the Senate, 
which has never ever been in a position 
of being able to kill this program, 
squeezed another airplane out of us, up 
to 16. Our little group of people who 
were the B-2 killers had gotten to
gether and figured out, can we strike 
the big deal? 

The gentleman from California [Mr. 
DELLUMS] and I, together with the 
group that worked passionately for 3 
years, said, can we strike the big deal 
to end this program. We discussed all 
kinds of numbers as to how we could 
end the program. Figured we could not 
strike the big deal because the Senate 
was well over 40 airplanes in terms of 
how many B- 2's they wanted to build. 

Lo and behold last December the Sec
retary of Defense calls me on the phone 
and says, "John, I have studied yours 
and Mr. DELLUMS' argument. I have 
taken a look at ending this program." 

Last December he said to me, "I have 
bought into many of the arguments 
that you have advanced and I have 
come to the conclusion that I want to 
end this program. The question is, 
John, how do I end it the most effi
ciently and effectively? When we came 
in for our initial buy, we wanted 132 
aircraft. You wanted 15 aircraft. We are 
coming from 132, and we would like you 
to give us four more so that we end up 
at 20, which means you have to go from 
15 to 20." 

I said, "Mr. Secretary, you are say
ing that what we are going to do is Del-

lums and I have been at 15. You want 
us to go to 20. You were at 132, and you 
want to come down to 20, and you are 
giving me your word you want to end 
this program. You will not ask for an
other dime. We won't have any hassles 
out of the Senate. They will stop ask
ing for 40. We are going to finally get 
this thing killed, dead, done, finished.'' 

He said, "Yes." 
I said, "Let me go back and talk to 

my team." 
So I got together with all the guys 

who passionately bled for 3 years on 
this program and I said, "Do any of you 
have any objection to this?" 

Let me tell my colleagues, everybody 
who passionately worked against this 
program for 3 years, who knew we 
never quite had enough votes to nail 
the lid shut on the coffin on this pro
gram, had no objection. In fact, many 
of us said, let us get the thing done, 
completed, finished, dead, killed. We 
got the Secretary of Defense. We got 
his word. So what did we do? 

We did not tell the Department of 
Defense they can build 20. We have 
given them a pot of money. There is 
$800 million in closeout costs that we 
would have to pass to a contractor is 
the number we get. We are saying that 
we are going to give them a pot of 
money if they can go through the hur
dles, if they can pass the test, if they 
can pass the stealth test, they can go 
through the fences and they can build 
the thing economically and they can 
force the contractor down on closeout 
costs, we will give them the ability to 
go up to 20. 

If they do not meet the fences, if 
they do not pass the stealth test, if 
they do not stay within the numbers, 
the pot of money we are giving them, 
that is it. They may not be able to 
build more than eight of these aircraft. 

The bottom line is, nobody in this 
House took more heat than I did on 
this program starting 3 years ago as a 
Republican with a Republican Presi
dent. I was opposed to this program. 

My colleague and dear friend, the 
gentleman from California [Mr. DEL
LUMS], and I waged a battle we never 
thought we could win at 20 aircraft. We 
finally convinced the Secretary of De
fense of the United States that we two 
lonely guys battling the lobbyists, the 
Pentagon, the President, the Secretary 
of Defense could end up winning this 
fight. And what I am interested in is 
shutting this program down and clos
ing it out. 

The Senate is going to constantly 
pass as many airplanes as they can pos
sibly get. I want to stop the Chinese 
water torture of dribbling it out an
other plane, year in and year out. And 
I want the thing ended. 

If we had a Secretary of Defense 
other than Dick Cheney, whose word I 
could not rely on, I may not agree. But 
sometimes in life, we have to know 
when to declare victory. 
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Mr. ANDREWS of Maine. Mr. Chair

man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. BENNETT], 
the distinguished chairman of our Sub
committee on Sea Power and Strategic 
and Critical Materials. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, with 
the opinion of a man of a long time 
here, I have seen a lot of Members 
come and go, and the speech we just 
heard from this fine gentleman is an 
inspiring thing to hear. He is a leader 
and he has done great things. 

However, the fact that he was able to 
bring about a feeling of concert be
tween him and the Secretary of De
fense does not mean that our national 
defense should have to follow his ar
rangement. He has done a marvelous 
job and was a man that looked to the 
future very well. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support 
of the Andrews amendment to cap the 
B-2 bomber program at 15. This has 
been the House position for the past 
few years. I believe, given the dramatic 
changes in the world, it is thoroughly 
justified today. 

Let me say, I am supportive of the 
reorientation of the B- 2 role from pri
marily a nuclear bomber to a conven
tional bomber. I also am supportive of 
having a silver bullet capability. But 
as the chairman of the House Commit
tee on Armed Services pointed out in a 
press release after last year's con
ference, we can get by with 15 planes 
for a nonnuclear role. That is the role 
that it has. 

Given the financial problems our Na
tion faces, which are worse than they 
were last year, and other high priority 
defense needs that I see, I cannot sup
port spending billions more for 5 addi
tional B-2's, especially when the com
mittee report notes that there remains 
substantial uncertainty about what the 
future cost of this program will be. We 
are going to be voting on a balanced 
budget in the next few days, and we 
have got money like this for this kind 
of a program and for SDI that could be 
cut back in a more reasonable fashion. 

I do not understand what runs 
through Members' minds, if they think 
this is not an ideal opportunity to see 
to it that we seize on this and not 
allow the thing to run away. 

As much as I admire and love the 
gentleman who spoke about the deal 
with the Secretary of Defense, we have 
got to act here for the Congress as a 
whole and the people as a whole, and he 
did a good job in having an agreement, 
but now it is our duty to see to it that 
we do not overspend in this field. 

Cost uncertainty and growth have been the 
hallmarks of the 8-2 program to date. Cer
tainly some of this can be attributed to the 
Congress which cut back yearly purchases, 
but recent cost growth especially in the full 
scale development program, is related to prob
lems with the aircraft and with its inability to 
maintain its flight test program. These prob
lems have been documented by the General 
Accounting Office. 

I also have questions about the ability of the 
aircraft to meet its low observability specifica
tions. We have invested an enormous amount 
of taxpayer money in the B-2 to date-over 
$34 billion. We were asked to provide ex
tremely expensive production quality tooling 
for the pre-production versions of the 8-2 be
cause the stealthiness of the aircraft was 
paramount. We were kept in the black about 
the progress of the program for years because 
the stealth technology was so secretive. And 
yet, now we are being told that the aircraft 
may not meet its stealth specifications, and 
that we should buy five more at a cost of al
most 1 0 billion additional dollars over the next 
6 years. 

As I look at the future security environment 
that is unfolding I must be honest and say that 
I think we can better spend our shrinking Fed
eral dollars on more needed defense systems. 
For example, we need to build more Navy 
ships, especially aircraft carriers, that will allow 
this nation to project its power abroad. At a 
time when we are cutting back our forces 
overseas, a strong naval presence is impor
tant to show U.S. commitment to various world 
regions. 

I believe that the gentleman from Maine, 
[Mr. ANDREWS] is proposing a good amend
ment that will not hurt our national security 
and will help our Nation's financial situation. I 
support his effort and I hope my colleagues 
will join me. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. SKELTON]. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman I speak 
against this amendment. I speak in 
favor of the committee position, which 
is 20 B-2 bombers. 

Let me tell my colleagues what is in 
the committee position as well as the 
amendment, the later amendment that 
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
A SPIN] will offer. 

This amendment and the committee 
position is that we proceed with 20 
bombers as opposed to 15. This amend
ment would say, with two fences there
on. The first is that it works, that the 
stealth characteristics be certified to. 
The second, that it come within the 
cost figure of $44.4 billion. That is it. 

General Lowe testified before our 
committee that he was very certain 
that both of these contingencies would 
come to pass, and something else we 
should mention that is part of the com
mittee position is that we have to 
come back again next year to confirm 
by a vote the fact that both of these is
sues have been certified. 

Mr. Chairman, let me point out that 
if we cut it off at 15, we are doing our 
national security a great disservice. If 
we have a total of 20, 4 of those 20 go to 
research and development and to train
ing. The other 16 will be split into 2 
squadrons, of course, at Whiteman Air 
Force Base, MO, but 2 squadrons of 8. 

If it is cut off at 15, we will have 4 
planes going to research and develop
ment and to training but one squadron 
of 11. 

0 1150 
This is the testimony. It is terribly 

important that we have as much na
tional security along the line as we 
can. The B- 2, by the way, is reoriented 
for a nonnuclear and conventional role. 

I oppose the Andrews amendment. I 
am for the committee position. I am 
for the Aspin amendment, should it 
come to pass. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Maine. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. EVANS]. 

Mr. EVANS. Mr. Chairman, one thing 
we should not forget is that the B--2 is 
built to fight in a nuclear war. This 
plane was not designed to drop conven
tional munitions, but the proponents 
for building more B- 2's argue now that 
it has a legitimate conventional role. 
Do not be fooled. This clearly never 
was the case. The stealth technology 
developed for this plane was meant to 
offset modernized Soviet air defense 
that they might encounter during a nu
clear war. The dissolution of the Soviet 
Union quickly took care of these prob
lems. This requirement simply no 
longer exists, and neither does the rea
son for this B-2 aircraft. 

In addition, the Air Force is now con
ceding the fact that the B-2 stealth ca
pability will not even work as adver
tised, and that it will need support air
craft to neutralize enemy radar sites. 
When questioned about the B-2's capa
bilities against early warning radars, 
General Lowe, commander of the Air 
Combat Command, said: 

We can go out, as we did in the Gulf War, 
and take them out with conventional fire 
power so that other aircraft like the F-117 
and the B- 2 can overfly the area without risk 

He seemed to raise even more ques
tions about how the B-2 would meet its 
performance requirements when he 
said, and I quote "* * * we're not going 
to put it in a situation where the prob
ability of survival is not 100 percent." 
In addition to showing that the plane 
has problems, this also raises questions 
as to whether the Air Force is really 
willing to risk a $800 million plane on 
dropping iron bombs on a target. 

It makes no sense to buy a plane 
built for a nuclear threat that doesn't 
exist, to go to a conventional war it 
will never be asked to fight. I urge my 
colleagues to support the Andrews 
amendment. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the distinguished 
g·entleman from Washington [Mr. 
CHANDLER]. 

Mr. CHANDLER. Mr. Chairman, the 
issue before us today can be stated in a 
single word, "responsibility." 

It is our responsibility to promote 
the security of our Nation and promote 
world peace. 

It is our responsibility to provide our 
military with superior weaponry so 
that American casualties are mini
mized. 

I want to tell those brave fliers who 
protect our freedom that their personal 
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survival is worth the best that we can 
provide. 

These are enormous responsibilities 
for us as legislators and as human 
beings. 

The B-2 bomber is one of the corner
stones of our national defense. The 
manned bomber is a stabilizing ele
ment of our strategic forces as it is re
callable and versatile in targeting ca
pabilities. The B-2 is essential for 
maintaining a viable bombing force in 
the 21st century. 

The original B-2 program called for 
delivery of 132 aircraft. In 1990, Sec
retary Cheney revised the requirement 
to 75 aircraft. Most recently with the 
disintegration of the Soviet Union, the 
President has determined that 20 
planes are the absolute minimum nec
essary to meet our security needs. 

I strongly support this position. 
Will these be new threats to the 

United States or our allies? 
Can we be certain that China will 

never become a security threat? Will 
the Middle East stabilize? Regrettably, 
no. 

With 4 B- 2's always out of service for 
testing and training, only 11 planes 
would be available for combat oper
ations. A force of 20 B- 2's will have 16 
planes available, an increase in combat 
firepower of 45 percent. 

Five B- 2's can carry 80 precision 
bombs, which is the approximate capa
bility of the entire force of F-117A's 
employed in Desert Storm. 

In order to strike targets anywhere 
in the world on short notice without 
risking high losses, we must have long
range Stealth bombers. Future crises 
are likely to occur in areas where we 
are without forward deployed forces, 
and without prearranged access to 
local basing. 

The B-2 has the intercontinental 
range to operate against targets any
where in the world on short notice, and 
without dependence on forward basing. 
That is deterrence. 

Let us keep our commitment and op
pose the Andrews amendment. 

The four additional B-2's requested 
by the President are the most cost-ef
fective means to maintain the capabil
ity to deliver bombs on target. In 
short, 20 B- 2's makes sense. I urge the 
Members to reject the amendment. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Maine. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. PENNY]. 

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in strong support of the Andrews 
amendment, which would terminate 
the B-2 Bomber Program after the pro
duction of 15 aircraft. This amendment 
would save the American taxpayers 
nearly $2.7 billion which would other
wise be spent to build five more B-2 
bombers. Last year, the Congress de
cided that with the end of the cold war 
and the collapse of the Soviet Union, 
there was no need whatsoever to build 
more than 15 B-2 bombers. That was 

the correct decision. Nothing has oc
curred between last fall and now which 
necessitates the building of five more 
B-2 bombers. 

Proponents of building five more B-2 
bombers argue that the aircraft pro
vides a valuable contribution as a long
range bomber capable of delivering 
conventional weapons, and that a force 
of 20 planes would give the United 
States 50-percent increase in payload. 
The fact is the United States already 
has a bomber force with the ability to 
deliver conventional weapons. The B-2 
bomber serves no new plirpose, and in 
fact its original purpose was to pene
trate the improved air defenses of the 
Soviet Union, which no longer exists. 
The rationale for the B-2 bomber no 
longer exists, and we should reject 
these new rationales which are being 
proposed by B-2 proponents. 
• Ultimately, however, this is a budget 

issue. If we are ever going to seriously 
address our Nation's debt and deficit 
problems, we are going to have to say 
"no" to some of these big ticket items 
which require billions of dollars of ap
propriations each year. The B-2 Bomb
er Program has experienced dramatic 
cost growth- just in the past year, re
search and development costs have in
creased by $1.8 billion in order to fix 
problems with the aircraft identified 
during the first 14 percent of the sched
uled flight tests. The Air Force will al
most certainly request additional fund
ing in the future to fix problems that 
have yet to be identified. 

Again, I urge Members to take an im
portant step toward a balanced budget 
by supporting the position the House 
approved last year of terminating the 
B-2 Bomber Program at 15 planes. Vote 
for the Andrews amendment. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the very distin
guished and persuasive gentleman from 
Washington [Mr. DICKS]. 

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, the House 
has made some very significant votes 
over the last several days to reduce our 
troops abroad. We are bringing Ameri
ca's military capability back to the 
United States. In order to have mili
tary capability to fight a war like the 
war against Iraq, we are going to need 
high-technology weapons like the B-2 
Stealth bomber. The reason we were 
able to gain air superiority in Iraq 
quickly is because of the F-117 strike 
aircraft. We coupled stealth technology 
with smart weapons and we were able 
to dominate the Iraqis, and our non
conventional, nonstealthy aircraft 
then came in and put them away. We 
saved thousands and thousands of 
American lives because of that ad
vanced stealth technology. 

Five additional B-2's are equivalent 
in load-carrying capability to the 42 F-
117's that we had out in the gulf. We 
can operate those B- 2's from the Unit
ed States. With one aerial refueling we 
could have bombed Baghdad with impu-

nity and we could have bombed any 
Iraqi divisions if they had gone into 
Saudi Arabia, and according to Rand 
analysis, we could have stopped them 
in their tracks. 

What we are talking about is a weap
ons system started under a Democratic 
President, Jimmy Carter, that com
bines stealth, long range, and superior 
capability. We are going to not use it 
as a nuclear bomb-dropper, we are 
going to use it with smart conven
tional weapons. When we put stealth 
technology together with smart con
ventional weapons, we get an enormous 
increase in capability. 

As I said, this is the kind of capabil
ity that a contingency force is going to 
need in the future to maintain our 
military superiority. We have invested 
$41.5 billion of the taxpayers' money. 
For $2.6 billion more we can increase 
by 45 percent that capability with this 
important aircraft. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Maine. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. GORDON]. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Chairman, next 
week this body is going to vote on a 
balanced budget amendment. I am 
going to support that balanced budget 
amendment, and I suspect a number 
and probably the majority of my col
leagues here are going to support that 
amendment. 

Let me just remind my colleagues 
that are going to support that amend
ment next week that the budget is not 
balanced by an amendment. The budget 
is not balanced by a magic wand. The 
budget is balanced by tough choices 
and tough votes. That means more 
than just doing away with programs 
that do not work, programs that are in
efficient. We are also going to have to 
do away with some programs that are 
low priority. 

Certainly $2.7 billion for five air
planes that we do not need and that 
have not proven to work has got to be 
a low priority. 

I encourage my colleagues to put 
their votes where their mouths are and 
vote for the Andrews amendment and 
for something that really is meaningful 
on balancing our budget. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Wyoming [Mr. THOMAS]. 

0 1200 
Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. Chair

man, I rise in opposition to the An
drews amendment and I do so because 
of the response of the man who is re
sponsible for managing our defense sys
tem who says he needs those weapons 
systems. 

But I would like to comment on a lit
tle broader aspect of the last 2 or 3 
days' discussion. We have had nearly 
now 3 days of this defense authoriza
tion, and it has produced I think one of 
the weakest demonstrations of public
policy development I have seen if you 
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subscribe at all to the idea that the 
Congress is to set the level of expendi
tures and say to the Secretary of De
fense and his team, you put together 
and coordinate in an effective way so 
that you can continue to do what you 
have done so well, and that is defend 
this Nation, then ·Congress has totally 
missed the mark. 

This debate has consisted of a parade 
of Members protecting systems and 
protecting the economy of their areas, 
interspersed with Members who never 
wanted a Defense Establishment, and 
who have done their best to dismantle 
it in a piecemeal way. If we are going 
to take defense apart, at least we 
ought to do it in such a way that what 
is left fits together and is able to 
achieve the goal of national defense. 

Mr. Chairman, a final question we 
need to ask ourselves, of course, is 
whom do we want to manage the De
fense Department, Dick Cheney and 
Colin Powell, or Members of Congress 
who never really wanted a Defense Es
tablishment in the first place. 

There are several basic decisions in 
this authorization that do need policy 
discussion. Otherwise, this micro
management by Congress is not useful 
and is a destructive exercise, and if it 
passes in this form I hope the Commit
tee will recommend that it be recom
mitted to the Committee on Armed 
Services for a new start. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Maine. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. NEAL]. 

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, speaker upon speaker has 
come to the well of this House to ap
plaud the changes that have occurred 
across this globe during the last 30 
months. The disintegration of the So
viet Union, the yoke of Marxism hav
ing been lifted from the necks of people 
in Eastern Europe, free elections in 
Nicaragua and the end of apartheid in 
South Africa. 

We have a rare opportunity today, 
and that is to cancel this program. 
Just think of it, 37 million Americans 
without any health insurance, 1 out of 
every 5 students across this Nation who 
does not finish high school. It is time 
to set the domestic agenda straight. It 
is time to put our priorities in line. It 
is time to end the B- 2 bomber. 

Mr. ·Speaker, let me just conclude by 
suggesting this: Since the great source 
and strength of this weapon has been 
the fact that nobody can see it, why do 
we not just conclude the program 
today and not tell what is left to our 
enemies that we have concluded the 
program across the world. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, it is 
an honor for me to yield 1 minute to 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. JOHN
SON], who knows a little bit about fly
ing and airplanes, having been shot 
down in Vietnam. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, I think we have to provide for our 

national security. And I have flown a 
lot of airplanes, and I hate to hear peo
ple say stop the program, stop the 
boat. 

The chairman is very right when he 
says we need at least 20. They were 
talking about a lot of airplanes more 
than that. You cannot run an air force 
with 15 airplanes, 15 bombers. Think 
about it. You cannot keep them all in 
commission. So if we were to r~n into 
a situation like the Middle East again, 
we would not have 10 airplanes over 
there at one time. That is not enough 
to do any good with. 

These airplanes give us nearly, the 
extra five give us nearly a 50-percent 
increase in operational payload for 
only 6-percent increase in program 
cost. It makes sense. We need to do it. 

That airplane will carry conventional 
weapons, so it is a good aircraft across 
the board. It carries enough to take 
care of targets. It is modern tech
nology. 

We cannot live with biplanes. I refer 
to the statement by the gentleman 
from California [Mr. DORNAN] in his 
comme.nt that we are celebrating the 
anniversary of Midway and Worid War 
II, and in Midway we did not have mod
ern airplanes, and it took us a long 
time to gear up. If we do not keep our 
military modern we are in deep trou
ble. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge Members to 
vote against this amendment. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Maine. Mr. Chair
man, I yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from Utah 
[Mr. OWENS]. 

Mr. OWENS of Utah. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in strong support of the Andrews 
amendment to end the B- 2 program at 
the 15 planes authorized last year. I 
want to commend my colleague from 
Maine for his energetic and persistent 
effort to put a stop to this wasteful 
program and for holding this body to 
the B- 2 level agreed to last year. 

Mr. Chairman the B- 2 has under lived 
its usefulness. Its vaunted stealth fea
ture doesn' t work. And with a price tag 
of $2.25 billion per bomber-yes, $2.25 
billion per plane, you heard right-the 
B- 2 is by far the most expensive war
plane ever built. 

If the enormous cost doesn't convince 
you, the fact that the B- 2 no longer has 
a mission should. The B- 2 is a cold war 
relic designed to penetrate Soviet air
space undetected and drop as much as 
50,000 pounds of nuclear bombs on its 
target. 

Originally, the administration in
tended to deploy 132 B- 2's. Earlier this 
year, the President, all but conceding 
that the B- 2 was outmoded, requested 
20 planes. 

Frankly, Mr. Chairman, I am dis
appointed that the committee chose to 
ignore the action we took last year in 
voting to stop the B-2 program at 15 
planes, which are more than enough to 
meet our national defense needs. No 

threat has emerged since last year to 
justify the junking of last year's deci
sion. 

I can fully understand why the Presi
dent wants to continue the B-2 pro-. 
gram. The administration's complete 
lack of vision and innovation is re
flected in the most recent polls and the 
demise of the President's job approval 
rating. The all-too typical reaction 
from the executive branch is a sad tes
tament to the cold warriors petrified at 
the thought of a world safe from a su
perpower rivalry. 

On a performance rationale, the B-2 
does not measure up. It cannot evade 
radar and even the Air Force admits 
that without additional funding the 
plane will not possess sufficient stealth 
capability. So even though we have 
spent over $30 billion on the B-2, we 
will have to spend even more just to 
make it work. The only thing stealthy 
about the B-2 is the sneaky way in 
which it fleeces the taxpayer. 

When will this bill reflect the true 
national security needs of this country, 
as opposed to simply continuing fund
ing of the bloated military-industrial 
complex, as this bill does? 

I urge my colleague to restore some 
sanity to this bill and support the An
drews amendment. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Maine. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 2 minutes to our majority 
whip, the distinguished gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. BONIOR]. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
my colleague for his leadership. 

Last year we agreed to stop the B-2 
bomber at 15 planes, yet this defense 
bill authorizes $4 billion more for the 
B-2, raising the total to 20 bombers. 
The question is why. 

The cold war is over, the Soviet 
Union is at an end, we have urgent do
mestic needs here at home. Why do we 
need more B- 2 bombers? 

The B- 2 was designed as a nuclear 
bomber that would penetrate Soviet 
airspace. Today there is no longer a So
viet Union. The B-2 is a plane, Mr. 
Chairman, without a mission. 

The time has come to set ou:r prior
ities straight. If we are going to bal
ance the budget, if we are going to take 
care of our urgent priorities here at 
home, we should not buy more B- 2 
bombers. 

Today's headline I think tells the 
story. Unemployment shot up to 7.5 
percent, the highest figure in 8 years. 
And we all know that the real figure is · 
somewhere in the neighborhood of 14 to 
15 percent if we count the structurally 
unemployed and those who cannot find 
full-time work. And yesterday's head
line in the Post showed us that 600,000 
workers have been left uncounted. How 
can we justify billions for the B- 2? 

It is time we started to take care of 
people's needs right here at home. 
America's 'economic might I believe is 
as important as our military might. 
Save the taxpayers from another Pen-
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tagon boondoggle. Vote for the An
drews amendment to terminate the B-
2. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, 
speaking of fighter pilots, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. DORNAN]. 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I insert in the RECORD my 
"Dear Colleague" letter on this issue. 

The letter referred to follows: 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

May 6,1992. 
WHY WE NEED 20 B- 2 STEALTH BOMBERS 

DEAR COLLEAGUE: There has been much de
bate this year regarding the President's re
quest to procure 5 additional B-2 bombers for 
a total force of 20 aircraft. Many have argued 
that the current number of authorized air
craft, 15, is more than adequate for future 
roles and missions. However, the Air Force 
has countered that 20 B- 2s represents the 
minimal force for effective operations. Be
cause of this debate and the upcoming vote 
on the defense authorization bill, I wanted to 
share with you the comments of our top two 
bomber experts, General Mike Loh of the 
Tactical Air Command and General Lee But
ler of the Strategic Air Command, regarding 
the need for 20 B-2 bombers. 

During a recent; Armed Services hearing, 
General Mike Loh stated: 

"We need to procure 20 B- 2s. With 20 B-2s, 
we will have 16 operational and ready to 
fight at any given time. We will have the 
other four in a combination of testing, train
ing and modification. With 20 B- 2s we can 
field 16 on extremely short notice; but with 
15 B-2s we would be able to field at most 11 
operational aircraft ... 

"Obviously 16 operational B-2s gives us 
more firepower- almost half again more pay
load than 11-plus the additional versatility 
and flexibility that comes from having more 
platforms. Five more B-2s gives us the abil
ity to strike up to 80 more time critical tar
gets each night. 

"More importantly, 20 aircraft give us a 
more flexibile, versatile B-2 force. With 16 
operational B-2s we can form two squadrons 
of eight aircraft each, the minimum number 
practical for an operational bomber squad
ron. This gives us an enormous amount of 
operational flexibility and versatility com
pared to having only one squadron of 11 air
craft. 

" ... With two eight-aircraft squadrons, 
we can launch one from Whiteman AFB in 
Missouri and begin bombing operations im
mediately, while the other squadron deploys 
to a forward base. By moving closer to the 
fight, this second squadron can keep the 
pressure on the enemy, sustaining our oper
ations. We cannot do this with a smaller 
force ... " 

Meanwhile, General Lee Butler makes per
haps the most important point of the hear
ing when he states, "In the first week of an 
air attack, over 300 more ... targets qould 
be attacked by a B-2 force of 20 operational 
aircraft compared to a force of 15 aircraft." 

What this means in simple terms is that at 
least 300 less American pilots would be 
forced to risk their lives in much less surviv
able aircraft such as the F-15 or F- 16, air
craft which could then be dedicated to much 
more appropriate missions. These 300 Amer
ican lives in harm's way are the bottom line 
as to why we should produce at least 20 B- 2s! 

Best regards, 
ROBERT K. DORNAN, 

Member of Congress. 

Mr. Chairman, we are debating an 
aircraft, a defense system right smack 
in the middle of the 50th anniversary of 
the Battle of Midway. There were de
bates in this Chamber in the 1930's 
about naval aviation. People did not 
want to leave the trusted and true bi
planes that our Navy flew right up to 
1940 and trained with through the 
whole war. 

By a whisker in this House, Douglas 
Aircraft in Santa Monica, I would like 
to point out to the gentlewoman from 
California [Mrs. BOXER], who is the 
frontrunner for the Senate race, that 
was the beginning of the California 
aerospace industry. We bought a small 
number · of Douglas Dauntless scout 
bombers, and those aircraft yesterday, 
50 years ago, and again today turned 
the tide of the entire war in the Pa
cific. 

But people in advance threat denial 
then said that Hitler was a pipsqueak, 
and that Mussolini was making the 
trains run on time so that he could not 
be all bad, and they came to this well 
and they said no, we do not need the 
hellcat, the Wildcats were fine. Well 
they were all shot down, every one at 
the Battle of Midway. The word in the 
history book I read last night was 
"massacred," our fighter pilots from 
Midway were massacred when they 
tried to reach the Japanese fleet. But 
the Dauntless and later the Grumman 
F-6F Hellcat made in Long Island, a 
New York system, turned the tide. 

We do not know what the future 
holds out there for us. But we do know 
that two squadrons for just 6. percent 
more of cost gives us a totally different 
defense with the B- 2's. Yes, we could 
put off a Qadhafi, the April night of the 
14th and 15th in the 1986 raid, but no 
rolling raids, no continual denial of nu
clear or biological or chemical weapons 
to a future Qadhafi or to Qadhafi him
self. No rolling raids. A one-night 
stand, and that is it if we do not have 
these other five airplanes. 

I applaud the chairman of this com
mittee for supporting this position. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Main. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 1 minute to the distin
guished gentleman from California 
[Mr. DELLUMS], a member of our com
mittee . 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, as the 
other half of the Dellums-Kasich effort 
that tried for years to stop the B-2 
bomber program, I rise in support of 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Maine. 

When we started this debate we 
asked three questions: Do you need it? 
Can you afford it? And are there alter
natives? We answered, no, you do not 
need it, no, you cannot afford it, and 
yes, there are alternatives. 

You do not get anything, Mr. Chair
man, with 20 that you do not have with 
15. At a time when our cities have been 
burning and our communities around 
the country are suffering great despair, 

we do not need to spend $2.6 billion to 
continue to build this monument to 
lack of necessity. This is an absurdity. 
We ought to stop this at this point. 

If you could argue intelligently that 
you only needed 15 last year, I would 
suggest that the world is a lot safer 
place this year than it was last year. 
But our communities desperately need 
the resources more this year than they 
needed them last year. Given that 
logic, support the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Maine and cut 
these five planes and save $2.6 billion. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I am 
very pleased to yield 2 minutes to the 
distinguished gentleman from Kansas 
[Mr. SLATTERY]. 

Mr. SLATTERY. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
the time. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to say 
that we are celebrating today a great 
victory for the American taxpayers. I 
think it is important for us to see this 
whole effort in historical perspective. 

Several years ago the administration 
and the Pentagon were requesting 132 
aircraft. As recently as last year they 
were asking for 75 aircraft. 

D 1210 
The cost was projected to be in ex

cess of $80 billion for this program. 
Thanks to the leadership of the gen
tleman from California [Mr. DELLUMS] 
and the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KA
SICH], the gentleman from Oklahoma 
[Mr. SYNAR] and several others, this 
program today is going to end. I think 
we ought to celebrate a great victory 
today with the ending of this program. 

The question before us, however, is, 
What is the most sensible way to end 
it? 

Now, clearly, we are not going to 
build any more than 20 planes, and I do 
not believe we are going to build the 20 
planes. 

It seems to me that the Andrews 
amendment has one fatal flaw, and 
that is that we are in effect today pre
maturely authorizing $4.3 billion. Be
fore I make that commitment to spend 
another $4.3 billion for these planes, I 
want to find out if they are going to fly 
right. Are they stealthy or not, yes or 
no. 

The committee position, the commit
tee language, makes it certain that we 
are going to have another vote before 
we build any more planes. As far a I am 
concerned, that is the responsible posi
tion to take at this time. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I have to reluc
tantly urge opposition to the Andrews 
amendment, support for the committee 
position, and I am convinced we are 
going to have another vote on this to 
determine whether we shoud be build
ing any more planes. 

But the bottom line is this, Mr. 
Chairman. This is a big vict.ory, a big 
victory. We are talking about having 
saved the taxpayers $40 billion at least, 
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$40 billion. This is the biggest victory 
in terms of terminating a weapons sys
tem perhaps in the history of this 
country. 

I want to tip my hat again to the 
gentleman from California who had the 
wisdom a long time ago to see the ri
diculous nature of this project, and so 
did the gentleman from Ohio. 

So I do not think we should go home 
today regardless of the outcome of this 
vote and think anything other than the 
fact that the taxpayers won a great 
victory here today. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Maine. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of Florida. Mr. Chairman, 
I thank the gentleman for yielding this 
time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, we have a chance, for 
those of us who were in this Chamber 
in the mid-eighties, to do another good 
deed by killing the B- 2. We killed the 
Divad, Division air defense gun, if you 
remember, a gun that did not have a 
mission, did not have a program and 
had a price tag that was astronomical. 

People on this floor said, "Oh, no, 
you shouldn't do this. It's terrible. 
We're taking all this away from our 
military.'' 

It was a joke. We were lied to. We 
were cheated. We were stolen from, and 
that is what the taxpayers are getting 
with the B- 2. 

Let me quote: 
In the wake of the fall of the Soviet Union, 

the Air Force quickly relegated the B-2 to 
use as a deterrent for future aggression. 

One military expert said: 
There 's nothing it could do that can't be 

done now by existing B- 52's or F- 117A fighter 
bombers, which at $42.6 million apiece, are 
iess than one-twentieth of the cost of a B- 2 
bomber. 

Mr. Chairman, now is the time, as 
the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. SLAT
TERY] said, to have a real victory, save 
every dime you can, help people in this 
country, instead of helping the mili
tary-industrial complex. 

I have a news flash, Mr. Chairman. 
'l'he cold war is over. We won, and now 
the taxpayers deserve their money 
back. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Maine. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. FRANK]. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I agree to some extent with 
my friend, the gentleman from Kansas. 
This is sort of a victory, but I just wish 
he could find a cheaper way to cele
brate than to the tune of $21/2 billion 
because that is what is at issue here. 

He says, " No, no. We 're going to 
fence it and we are going to have an
other vote, because they are going to 
have to certify it. " 

The ·last time I heard that we were 
going to have another vote was for one. 
Now we are going to vote for five. 
Spare me another vote , because the 
next time we have a vote, I do not 
know how many you are going to have. 

The issue is very simple. If you be
lieve that we are going to fence this, 
and we are going to get an honest ap
praisal from the Pentagon, and we are 
going to come back and say, oh, we are 
not going to do these five, then you 
really do not belong here, because you 
have not been observing the way this 
place works. 

The fact is we have a very clear 
choice now. Do we build five more at 
$21h billion, and not just build them, by 
the way, because if you build them, 
then you put people on them, and you 
maintain them, and you fuel them, and 
you put the weapons into them. 

We are not just talking about the $2.3 
billion now. We are talking about add
ing to the O&M in the future. 

Please vote to save the money now. 
Mr. ANDREWS of Maine. Mr. Chair

man, let me say in closing that there 
have been more red herring thrown out 
in this debate than we have fish in fish 
markets in Maine. 

I want to make it absolutely clear. 
What we are talking about in this 
amendment is, yes, closing out the pro
gram; yes, stopping the cost overrun 
problems; yes, fixing the Stealth prob
lems, but stopping it at 15 planes, what 
everyone agrees is a very effective 
force. 

And recognize, Mr. Chairman, that 
we have a budget deficit that is out of 
control. We have tremendous needs in 
this country that need addressing, and 
this is certainly not, as we have been 
told, a bargain for anybody. I was 
taught that buying something that you 
do not need-with money that you do 
not have-is no bargain at any price. 
And when you consider $3,800,000,000, 
including the interest we are going to 
have to pay, because we are going to 
have to borrow the money to buy these, 
this is no bargain. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask everyone in this 
House to vote for fiscal responsibility. 
Vote for our children. Vote for 15 B- 2 
bombers and no more B- 2 bombers. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, to 
conclude the debate on this amend
ment, I yield the balance of our time to 
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
ASPIN] , the distinguished chairman of 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

Mr. A SPIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the Andrews amendment 
and in support of the committee posi
tion. 

Just a couple things that are pretty 
obvious here to summarize; one is that 
the coalition which brought you there
duction in B-2's is kind of split on this 
issue. The coalition was Dellums-Ka
sich-Synar-Slattery. We now have 
SLATTERY and KASICH opposed to the 
Andrews amendment, the gentleman 
from California [Mr. DELLUMS] is for it. 

As a disciple of that gang of four, I 
have decided that the people who are 
right in this case are the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. KASICH] and the gen
tleman from Kansas [Mr. SLATTERY]. 

Basically, I think there is a case for 
20 B-2's provided you can make the 
Stealth work, and if the Stealth does 
not work, I do not even want 15. 

The problem with the amendment of 
the gentleman from Maine is that we 
have 15 whether they are stealthy or 
not, whether we have continued cost 
overruns, or whether we do not have 
any. 

Essentially what we need to do is de
cide later whether we are going to stop 
and say 8 or go ahead until we have 20. 

If they fix the cost, if they fix the 
Stealth, we ought to buy 20, but we 
should not sign up for anything irrev
ocably here today. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge defeat of the 
Andrews amendment. 

Mr. AuCOIN. Mr. Chairman, the 8-2 bomb
er was designed to delivery very large nuclear 
payloads over very long distances while pene
trating very advanced defenses. 

That requirement died with the Soviet 
Union. We now have an airplane that's radi
cally overdesigned and overcast for what we 
need. 

Is it a technically sound airplane? Yes. 
Is it the world's best penetrator? Yes. 
Does it use magnificent new manufacturing 

technology? Yes. 
Can we get the next 20 planes at cheaper 

unit cost than 15? Yes. We could also get 
1,000 planes at even cheaper unit cost. So 
what? 

Will 20 planes give us more . capability than 
15? Yes. And 1,000 planes would give us 
more capability still. 

Are 20 B-2 bombers worth what they would 
cost us? No way. 

That is the bottom line. We just do not need 
more. 

We have the B-1 bomber. This was not the 
most successful program in the world, and I 
opposed it. But we have it. 

And we have the B-52. Together, they give 
us by far the most massive bomber capability 
in the history of the world. 

Will there be high-threat missions that only 
the B-2 can perform? Maybe. We have al
ready bought 15 8-2's for these special mis
sions. 

Mr. Chairman, enough is enough. Fifteen 8-
2's is enough; 20 is a luxury we cannot afford. 

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in 
strong support of the amendment offered by 
my colleague, the gentleman from Maine [Mr. 
ANDREWS]. 

This is an opportunity for Congress to inject 
some sanity into the defense authorization. 

The B-2 is a plane without a mission. De
spite numerous attempts to redefine its mis
sion, one fact remains: it was designed during 
the cold war for a nuclear mission against the 
Soviet Union. The cold war is over, the Soviet 
Union no longer exists, yet we now want to 
pour billions more into outdated, useless 
weapons systems. 

Like the Iron Curtain of the old Soviet bloc, 
Congress has now pulled a high-technology 
stealth curtain around the city of Washington 
DC-no one in Congress will admit it's there, 
but the fact is, Congress has shut itself off 
from the rest of the world. We are insistent on 
continuing our battle against disappearing en
emies, and nonexistent threats. 
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Unfortunately the stealth curtain is working 

much better than the Stealth bomber ever will. 
Congress has managed to avoid reacting to 
the changes in Eastern Europe-but according 
to the Air Force the Stealth bomber may not 
be able to avoid enemy radar. 

What we've got is a cold war weapon, that 
doesn't work properly. This is an affront to the 
taxpayers, and an affront to the millions of 
Americans who are hurting. 

I urge my colleagues to pull back the stealth 
curtain, and join the rest of world in accepting 
a truly new world order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Maine [Mr. 'ANDREWS]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman pro tempore [Mr. Cox] an
nounced that the ayes appeared to have 
it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 162, noes 212, 
not voting 60, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Andrews (ME) 
Applegate 
Atkins 
AuCoin 
Bacchus 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Blackwell 
Bonior 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Bruce 
Campbell (CO) 
Cardin 
Clay 
Clement 
Coble 
Collins (MI) 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cox (lL) 
Coyne 
DeFazio 
DeLaura 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Donnelly 
Dorgan (ND) 
Duncan 
Durbin 
Early 
Edwards (CA) 
Engel 
Espy 
Evans 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Gejdenson 
Gibbons 
Gordon 
Guarini 
Hall(OH) 
Hayes (IL) 
Henry 
Holloway 
Horn 
Hughes 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 

[Roll No. 170] 

AYES-162 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnston 
Jantz 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Klug 
Kopetski 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Leach 
Levin (MI) 
Lipinski 
Long 
Lowey (NY) 
Manton 
Markey 
Mavroules 
Mazzoll 
McCloskey 
McDermott 
McHugh 
McNulty 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Mineta 
Moakley 
Moody 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Nagle 
Neal (MA) 
Nowak 
Nussle 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Orton 
Owens (NY) 
Owens (UT) 
Panetta 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pease 
Penny 
Perkins 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Poshard 

Price 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Reed 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Riggs 
Roemer 
Roukema 
Russo 
Saba 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Santorum 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schulze 
Schumer 
Bensen brenner 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shays 
Sikorski 
Skaggs 
Slaughter 
Smith (FL) 
Snowe 
Solarz 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stark 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Towns 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Washington 
Waters 
Waxman 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Wise 
Wyden 
Yates 
Zimmer 

Allard 
Allen 
Anderson 
Andrews CNJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Annunzio 
Archer 
Armey 
Aspin 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barnard 
Barrett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Borski 
Brewster 
Browder 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Burton 
Callahan 
Camp 
Carper 
Carr 
Chandler 
Chapman 
Coleman (MO) 
Coleman (TX) 
Combest 
Cooper 
Costello 
Coughlin 
Cox (CA) 
Cramer 
Crane 
Cunningham 
Darden 
Davis 
DeLay 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dornan (CA) 
Downey 
Dreier 
Dwyer 
Eckart 
Edwards (OK) 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
English 
Erdreich 
Ewing 
Fascell 
Fa well 
Fazio 
Franks (CT) 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 

Ackerman 
Alexander 
Anthony 
Beilenson 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Campbell (CA) 
Clinger 
Collins (IL) 
Dannemeyer 
de la Garza 
Dingell 
Dymally 
Feighan 
Fields 
Ford (MI) 
Gaydos 

NOES-212 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gilchrest 
G!llmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Goss 
Gtadison 
Grandy 
Gunderson 
Hall (TX) 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harris 
Hastert 
Hayes (LA) 
Hefley 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Hopkins 
Horton 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Huckaby 
Hunter 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inhofe 
James 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (TX) 
Jones (NC) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Lagomarsino 
Lancaster 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Lloyd 
Lowery (CA) 
Machtley 
Marlenee 
Martin 
Martinez 
Matsui 
McCandless 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McEwen 
McGrath 
McMillan (NC) 
McM1llen (MD) 
Michel 
M1ller (OH) 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Moran 

Murtha 
Myers 
Natcher 
Neal (NO) 
Ortiz 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Paxon 
Peterson (FL) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Quillen 
Ravenel 
Ray 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Sarpalius 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Shaw 
Shuster 
Sis! sky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Smith (IA) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (GA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Thornton 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Upton 
Valentine 
Volkmer 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weber 
Weldon 
Wilson 
Wolf 
Wylie 
Yatron 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 

NOT VOTING---QO 

Green 
Hammerschmidt 
Hatcher 
Hefner 
Herger 
Hertel 
Hubbard 
Ireland 
Jones (GA) 
Kolter 
Laughlin 
Lehman (CA) 
Lehman (FL) 
Lent 
Levine (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Livingston 
Luken 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (WA) 

Mink 
Morella 
Morrison 
Nichols 
Olin 
Patterson 
Pelosi 
Porter 
Pursell 
Roe 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Scheuer 
Thomas (CA) 
Unsoeld 
Vander Jagt 
Vucanovich 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wolpe 

0 1240 
The Clerk announced the following 

pairs: 
On this vote: 
Mr. Ford of Michigan for, with Mr. 

Bustamante against. 
Mrs. Morella for, with Mr. Herger against. 
Messrs. TORRES, KOLBE, and 

PALLONE changed their vote from 
"aye" to "no." 

Mr. CLAY and Mr. RIGGS changed 
their vote from "no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
I wish to have the RECORD show that I 
cancelled my flight to Michigan and 
my engagements here to stay and vote 
on rollcall 170, the B-2 issue. 

I voted "aye"; however, the printout 
of that vote indicates me as not voting. 
It is in error. I want the RECORD to 
show it. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to yield 
to the gentlewoman from Colorado 
[Mrs. SCHROEDER], the chairwoman of 
the Subcommittee on Military Instal
lations and Facilities of the Committee 
on Armed Services, for the purpose of 
engaging in a colloquy with other 
Members. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to engage 
in a colloquy at this time with the gen
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. SYNAR]. 

Mr. SYNAR. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, I thank the gen
tlewoman from Colorado [Mrs. SCHROE
DER] for engaging in this colloquy. 

Mr. Chairman, the U.S. General Ac
counting Office has found that overseas 
U.S. military base personnel have in 
the past and continue to mismanage 
hazardous materials. Two of the re
ports were, in fact, classified by the 
DOD. Apparently, DOD was afraid that, 
should the populace of host countries 
discover what the GAO had found with 
respect to the extent of U.S. military 
hazardous waste management and con
tamination problems overseas, the 
United States might lose its bases in 
those countries, which in turn would 
jeopardize our own national security. 

Is it the gentlelady's intention that 
the United States shift the entire cost 
of environmental cleanup to the host 
nations, or does the gentlelady intend 
some sort of equitable burden sharing? 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, if 
the gentleman will yield, as the gen
tleman knows, the administration is 
the one that enters into the negotia
tions with the host nation on the terms 
and conditions of the basing rights and 
the closures, and they can allocate 
payment responsibilities. 

I think the issue is, can the host na
tion afford to pay for the cleanup. We 
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should aggressively push them to pay 
for what they can reasonably expect to 
pay. If they cannot afford to pay it, I 
assume that the administration will 
take it into account when they nego
tiate. 

But my real point is, it is difficult for 
the United States to pay for a lot of 
these cleanups when we cannot pay to 
clean up for all the bases at home. We 
have many domestic bases on our clos
ing list that want to be returned to the 
beneficial use of communities, and 
have not been able to be cleaned up 
yet. 

Mr. SYNAR. Mr. Chairman, does the 
gentlewoman intend for this amend
ment to excuse the U.S. military from 
any obligation to ensure that its prac
tices at overseas installations protect 
human health and the environment? 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, if 
the gentleman will yield, I am sure the 
gentleman knows the amendment does 
not affect existing laws regarding envi
ronmental cleanup or international 
agreements or treaties. 

Mr. SYNAR. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield further, I am also 
concerned that the amendment could 
endanger our ability to keep facilities 
we have overseas and that it could im
pair our ability to obtain facilities in 
the future, should we need them. 

Does the gentlelady share that con
cern or have any input on this proposal 
from the State Department? 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, if 
the gentleman will yield, I am sure the 
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. SYNAR] 
knows future basing rights are subject 
to negotiation. I am sure any country 
would take that into account. I hope 
that our efforts on burden sharing will 
not have adverse impacts on these fu
ture negotiations. But I think we also 
know the world is changing, and we 
have to deal with it. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, at this 
time I would like to yield to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. P ANE'IT A] 
for a colloquy with the gentlewoman 
from Colorado [Mrs. SCHROEDER]. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the distinguished gentleman for 
yielding. I know that the chairwoman 
of the Subcommittee on Military In
stallations and Facilities, the gentle
woman from Colorado [Mrs. SCHROE
DER], shares my serious concerns about 
Department of Defense contracts for 
firms hired to perform various tasks at 
military installations. All too often, 
we have discovered that the Depart
ment awards contracts to firms operat
ing in regions far removed from the job 
site area. Even when their capabilities 
are equal, it seems, the Department 
passes over smaller local firms in favor 
of larger organizations. For several 
years now, I have been discussing with 
the Department of Defense , the Armed 
Services Committee, the Education 
and Labor Committee, and the Govern
ment Operations Committee the best 

means of ensuring that small local 
firms are given a fair chance to win 
contracts and subcontracts. May I in
quire of the chairwoman the views of 
the subcommittee on this issue? 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. The subcommit
tee is aware of this situation and 
shares your concern about the prob
lems of local contractors. We intend to 
raise these questions with the Sec
retary of Defense to determine what 
can be done to improve the situation 
you describe. In addition, I intend to 
ask the General Accounting Office to 
initiate an investigation of these prob
lems and report back to the committee 
on ways to improve the process to en
sure fair and open competition for all 
contractors. 

Mr. PANETTA. I thank my friend for 
her understanding of the concerns of 
local contractors and for her statement 
of the subcommittee's policy. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, at this 
point I would yield to the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. SKELTON] to engage 
in a colloquy with the gentleman from 
California [Mr. PANETTA]. 

Mr. PANETTA. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to engage the gentleman 
from Missouri, the chairman of the 
Armed Services Committee panel on 
military education, in a colloquy on 
my amendment authorizing a new per
sonnel system for the Defense Lan
guage Institute [DLI]. Having worked 
closely with the gentleman and with 
the chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Investigations to craft a modification 
of H.R. 1685 acceptable to all sides, I 
would like to ask my friend for his as
surance, on behalf of the panel on mili
tary education, that the panel and the 
subcommittee have elicited certain 
guarantees from the Department of De
fense relating to its implementation of 
this legislation. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to commend my good friend, the gen
tleman from California, for the excel
lent work he has done in focusing our 
attention on the Defense Language In
stitute, an institution that is truly a 
national asset. As a consequence of the 
gentleman's dedication to DLI, the In
vestigations Subcommittee of our 
Committee on Armed Services held a 
hearing last week to examine what 
measures need to be taken to ensure 
the continuing viability of the school 
in a time of immense change. Chair
man MAVROULES and, I believe, every
one present agreed that nothing must 
be allowed to interfere with DLI's con
tinued success in increasing the flu
ency of succeeding generations of Gov
ernment personnel in a host of foreign 
languages. 

The hearing served to heighten our 
concern for DLI's well-being with re
spect to several issues raised by the 
gentleman from California. Working 
together, the committee, Department 
of Defense officials, and the gentleman 

from California have agreed on anum
ber of measures that should go a long 
way toward resolving those issues. I 
would like to discuss them at this 
time. 

First comes concerns about the per
sonnel system. There needs to be more 
flexibility to fashion personnel policies 
and procedures to meet the needs of 
the school. Specifically, in accordance 
with directives established by the Sec
retary of Defense, it is the committee's 
view that DLI should have: 

Its own hierarchy of academic ranks; 
A compensation system linked to 

academic rank, untied from the civil 
service pay scales; and 

Governing directives tailored to its 
unique requirements concerning fac
ulty appointment, qualifications, du
ties, classification, and length of serv
ice. 

These needs can be met with a 
change in the law that the committee 
has agreed to include in the en bloc 
amendment. The change brings the DLI 
faculty under title 10, giving it the 
same status as the National Defense 
University. Three years ago I spon
sored the legislation that brought NDU 
under title 10. I can attest that it al
lows the flexibility with respect to per
sonnel issues that are needed at DLI. 
And, because I have a letter from the 
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Per
sonnel Management confirming his tes
timony last week, I can also assure you 
that the Department of Defense will 
take actions once the title 10 authority 
is enacted to provide the same flexibil
ity in personnel matters for DLI that is 
now enjoyed by NDU. 

I would add one note of caution, how
ever. I believe the DLI administration 
should consult with the schools that 
enjoy the increased latitude provided 
by title 10 prior to implementing the 
new personnel policies. Tenure is an ex
ample. The legislation grants the Sec
retary of Defense the authority to es
tablish a tenure system at DLI. I would 
note, however, that even though the 
National Defense University has had 
the authority for several years, it has 
not established a tenure system. In
stead, it employs a mix of short- and 
long-term contracts. This approach 
gives NDU the flexibility to review the 
performance of new faculty members 
frequently and to reward consistently 
high performance with long-term con
tracts. The NDU approach has proven 
to be quite successful and I think the 
panel on military education, which I 
chair, would tend to favor it over the 
rigidities that are often a characteris
tic of a tenure system. 

Before moving to the next point let 
me note for the record that it is not 
our intent in sponsoring the provision I 
just discussed to alter in any way the 
authority of the Secretary of Defense 
to designate the Department of the 
Army as the executive agent for the 
Defense Language Institute. 
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A second set of concerns centers on 

the authority of the DLI commandant. 
Should the military commandant be 
prohibited from displacing a civilian 
faculty member with a military per
son? The Department of Defense right
ly objects to including such a prohibi
tion on the military commander's au
thority in law. There may be cir
cumstances in which the needs of the 
Government could conceivably require 
such an action. The Department of De
fense must retain the authority to de
termine the military and civilian mix. 
But as a matter of policy, it is the 
committee's view, and the Department 
agrees, that it should avoid replacing a 
civilian faculty member with a mili
tary instructor. The Assistant Sec
retary's letter also confirms this point. 

Another issue concerns the com
mandant's relationship with local em
ployee representatives. The hearing re
vealed that there is absolutely no com
plaint on either side about the manner 
in which the current commandant 
consults with the local union. The 
issue apparently stems from past expe
riences. On the issue it seems to me 
that the Department of Defense must 
institutionalize the pattern of con
sultation established by the current 
commandant. I know that Assistant 
Secretary Jehn favors a strong consult
ative relationship. His letter so indi
cates. 

Finally, there is concern that DLI 
should be a degree-granting institu
tion. In principle, I have no objection 
to granting DLI a legislative charter 
for this purpose. But DLI must follow 
the path other Federal educational in
stitutions follow in gaining degree
granting authority. That means com
plying with the procedures established 
by the Department of Education. At 
the appropriate point in the process, I 
am sure Congress will give serious con
sideration to DLI's quest for degree
granting status. 

In conclusion, let me assure the gen
tleman from California that the panel 
on military education will follow the 
implementation of the measures we 
have discussed with great interest. We 
have worked diligently for several 
years to improve professional military 
education and are proud of our record. 
We have worked to place schools in 
their proper context. Government 
schools do not exist for their own bene
fit. They exist to serve their students 
and the Government agencies for whom 
the students work. Military schools 
have the awesome task of nurturing 
the seedcorn that determines the fu
ture performance of the Armed Forces. 
DLI has served its students and their 
agencies well for decades. The panel on 
military education will attempt to en
sure that it can continue its outstand
ing performance in the new security 
environment. 

Once again, and on behalf of the com
mittee, I commend the gentleman from 

California for bringing the needs of the 
Defense Language Institute to our at
tention. I hope that my remarks and 
Assistant Secretary Jehn's letter, 
which I shall include in the RECORD at 
a later moment, respond adequately to 
the matters that have been raised. 

Mr. PANETTA. I thank my good 
friend for his thorough assurances and 
for his assistance in the development of 
the amendment. With the Depart
ment's commitment to implementing 
this legislation in a manner I have en
visioned from the outset, and with the 
commitment of the panel on military 
education to oversee that process, I am 
confident that the faculty of DLI will 
reap many benefits quickly from a 
greatly improved personnel system. 

Mr. SKELTON. I include for the 
RECORD the letter from the Depart
ment of Defense. 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Washington, DC, June 1, 1992. 

Ron. IKE SKELTON, 
House of Representatives, Washington , DC. 

DEAR MR. SKELTON: I appreciate and share 
your interest in the Defense Language Insti
tute (DLI), and am pleased to have the op
portunity to resolve the issues we discussed 
at the hearing last week. 

In fashioning personnel flexibilities that 
will be responsive to the needs of the Insti
tute, we will use title 10 authority to develop 
a DLI faculty pay plan that includes applica
tion of traditional academic ranks, and a 
compensation system lined to those ranks. 
Likewise, we will use tenure, or length of ap
pointment, to review and reward perform
ance. Let me further assure you that in con
sidering the military/civilian mix of DLI po
sitions, we will use our current rules and 
regulations to provide equitable treatment 
for employees and to the extent possible we 
will avoid replacing a civilian faculty mem
ber with a military instructor. Finally, the 
Federal Service Labor-Management Rela
tions statute establishes national consulta
tion and bargaining obligations. We support 
union-management cooperation and my 
staff, as well as staff at the Institute, will 
continue to fulfill the statutory obligations. 

Thank you for your help in developing leg
islation that will meet the needs of the De
fense Language Institute and the Depart
ment of Defense. We look forward to your 
continued cooperation in this important pro
gram. 

Sincerely, 
CHRISTOPHER JEHN. 

0 1250 
Mr. MAVROULES. Mr. Chairman, 

will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. SKELTON. I yield to the gen

tleman from Massachusetts. 
Mr. MAVROULES. Mr. Chairman, I 

just want to state for the record, I cer
tainly, on behalf of the Subcommittee 
on Investigations, concur with every 
statement that the gentleman has 
made. 

I want to give assurances to the gen
tleman from California that he is pro
tected under title X, and we will be 
working very closely with him and the 
gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SKELTON. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to thank both the gen
tleman from Missouri and the gen
tleman from Massachusetts for their 
cooperation. I look forward to imple
menting this new personnel system at 
DLI. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 
the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. 
MCCURDY]. 

Mr. McCURDY. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to engage the distinguished 
chairman of the Research and Develop
ment Subcommittee in a colloquy con
cerning funding in the bill for the 
Landsat Program. 

It is my understanding that H.R. 5006 
provides full funding of the administra
tion's Landsat Program request for the 
Department of Defense, which amount 
to $80 million toward procurement of a 
Landsat 7 spacecraft and $6 million to
ward advanced technology develop
ment. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ASPIN. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, that 
is correct. 

Mr. McCURDY. Mr. Chairman, it is 
my further understanding that this 
funding currently is not reflected as an 
identifiable item with the committee's 
bill or in the legislative report accom
panying the bill, but that the Depart
ment of Defense does not intend the 
Landsat Program to be classified in 
any fashion and thus would appreciate 
that funding for the program be openly 
reported. 

Mr. DELLUMS. That is correct. 
Mr. McCURDY. I would like to re

quest, then, that during conference on 
this legislation and in future author
ization bills the Armed Services Com
mittee will ensure that funding actions 
concerning the Landsat Program will 
be openly reported. 

Mr. DELLUMS. That is a fair request 
and we will take action to honor it. We 
support the position of the Department 
of Defense and NASA that Landsat will 
be operated as an entirely unclassified 
program, and thus we have no inten
tion of concealing funding levels for 
the program. 

Mr. McCURDY. I appreciate the gen
tleman's assistance in this regard, and 
am deeply appreciative of his support 
for this important program. 

I want to make it clear, as well, that 
this colloquy was joined by the gen
tleman from California [Mr. BROWN] , 
chairman of the Committee on Science, 
Space, and Technology, who shares my 
concern and deep support for the 
Landsat Program. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will continue to yield, I 
thank the gentleman for his remarks 
and his observations. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. ORTIZ]. 
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Mr. ORTIZ. Mr. Chairman, I would 

like to engage in a colloquy. Let me 
give my colleagues a little background 
on some problems that we have with 
some contractors. 

I hope we can work this out. Histori
cally, the U.S. Government negotiated 
country-to-country agreements with 
those nations where the United States 
stationed troops and operated military 
facilities. These negotiated agreements 
included provisions where the U.S. 
Government would pay severance pay
ments to foreign nationals employed 
by the United States at these bases, in 
the event the bases were closed. 

For whatever reason, these payment 
agreements put the U.S. liability into 
the billions of dollars. A couple of 
years ago the Congress passed a law 
that said that the U.S. Government 
would no longer pay any foreign sever
ance pay in cases where the host na
tion asked the United States to leave. 
Congress also said that if the United 
States closed the facility, it would only 
pay benefits comparable to those paid 
U.S. citizens/employees at closing fa
cilities. 

The problem is at the Department of 
State. There were some agreements, 
and they are bankrupting some of the 
American companies. I hope that when 
we go to conference that something 
can be worked out. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 
the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. CAL
LAHAN]. 

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Chairman, just 
to confirm what the gentleman from 
Texas said, we were going to try to get 
this included in the en bloc amend
ments. We could not. 

We simply asked our colleagues to 
fulfill our commitment, both the gen
tleman and the minority chairman, the 
minority ranking member to include 
consultation language in there that 
will require the President to include 
this. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. PEASE]. 

Mr. PEASE. Mr. Chairman, I will vote 
against this defense authorization bill. In com
ing to that decision, I was significantly influ
enced by the following list of new or additional 
weapons this bill authorizes. Mr. Speaker, one 
has to wonder whether the Pentagon and the 
Armed Services Committee have yet realized 
that the cold war is over, that there is now 
only a former Soviet Union. 

Defense authorization for fiscal year 1993 
Quantity to be 

Weapons and weapons systems: 
(1) B- 2 (bomber aircraft) .......... . 
(2) DDG-51G (ship) ............. ... ... . 
(3) C-17 (aircraft carrier) ......... . 
(4) F/A-18C/D (fighter aircraft) 
(5) Trident II D-5 missile .. ....... . 

purchased 

4 
4 
6 

Quantity to be 

(10) CH/NH-53 Super Stallion 
(helicopter) ........................... . 

(11) Tomahawk cruise missile .. . 
(12) UH-60L Blackhawk (heli-

purchased 

16 
200 

In our increasingly constrained budget envi
ronment, the proven multirole capability of the 
F/A-18 will be even more essential as we cut 
back on foreign deployments. Desert Storm 
showcased the F/A-18s unique agility in exe-

copter) .......... .... ........... ... .... .. . 60 cuting close air support, bombing, interdiction, 
(13) T-45TS Goshawk (trainer and fleet defense missions. 

aircraft) ............ ... .. .... ....... .. .. . 
(14) KC-135 (aircraft) ....... ......... . 
(15) V-22 Osprey (attack heli-

copter) ............................ ... .. .. 
(16) MCH-1 Minehunters .......... . 
(17) AHIP Scout helicopters ..... . 

12 In my judgment, the F/A-18 will continue to 
14 be the centerpiece of naval aviation for years 

3 
to come. However, in order to keep pace with 

2 the rapid advancements in military technology 
36 as well as the fluidity of the international threat 

(18) Cobra Antitank helicopters 
(19) Laser-guided Hellfires (mis-

siles) .... ........... .... .... .............. . 

12 environment, we need to get on with the de
velopment process of the new model-the F/ 
A-18 ElF. >3,000 

(20) Short-range TOWs (mis-
siles) ..... ... .......... .... ......... .... .. . 

(21) 20-mile-range rockets ........ . 
(22) Launchers .. ....... ................ .. 
(23) ATACMS bombardment 

missiles ........................ ... ...... . 
(24) Mark 48 homing torpedoes 
(25) Mark 50 torpedoes ............. . 
(26) Space Satellite Programs 

(Navstar, Milstar, and De-

>10,000 
30,000 

115 

340 
108 
212 

fense Support Program) . . .. . . . . . 3 
(27) AX Carrier-based bomber ... 1 
(28) HARM missiles ................... . 846 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Chairman, we are 
now about to go into a motion to re
commit and final passage of this bill, 
but I would be remiss if we did not at 
least mention here today something 
that we will celebrate at greater length 
when we bring this bill back from con
ference and have a little more time, 
not on a Friday. 

I should point out that this is the 
last authorization bill for a number of 
very distinguished an important mem
bers of the House Committee on Armed 
Services. I would just like to list them: 

It is the gentleman from Alabama 
[Mr. DICKINSON], the gentleman from 
Kentucky [Mr. HOPKINS], the gen
tleman from Michigan, Mr. BOB DAVIS, 
the gentlewoman from Maryland, Mrs. 
BEVERLY BYRON, the gentleman from 
Michigan, Mr. DENNIS HERTEL, the gen
tlewoman from California, Mrs. BOXER, 
and the gentleman from Florida, Mr. 
IRELAND. 

All of these are members that we 
have come to know and love and to ap
preciate, and we will miss them all 
very, very much. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
Cox of Illinois). Are there any further 
amendments to the bill? 

The question is on the committee 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute, as amended. 

The committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I'd like to 
congratulate Chairman ASPIN and his Commit
tee on passage of the fiscal year 1993 De
fense Authorization Act. 

I strongly endorse the Pentagon's plan to 
immediately proceed with full scale develop
ment of the F/A-18 and regret the committee's 
desire to instead develop a prototype for fur
ther testing. In my judgment, the F/A-18 has 
proven itself over and over again. The E/F is 
rnerely an upgrade of a known commodity. It 
makes more sense to save taxpayers' money 
and protect the integrity of naval aviation by 
going forward now, not later. 

An improved version of the F/A-18 will en
hance our security posture well into the next 
century. Larger wings, increased range, and 
higher thrust engines will matter more and 
more as the number of volatile nations with 
access to sophisticated weapons technology 
grows in the years to come. 

The F/A-18 is quite simply the best aircraft 
to meet the naval air needs of the coming 
decade and beyond. 

I look forward to working with the committee 
as it continues to review Pentagon plans for 
the future of naval aviation. 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong 
support of H. R. 5006 and encourage my col
leagues to vote for this landmark legislation. 
H.R. 5006 is the first defense budget we have 
worked on since the break up of the Soviet 
Union. It is based on a threat-driven analysis 
of the post-cold war, post-Soviet Union world. 
As a result of this analysis total spending in 
the bill is $7 billion below the President's re
quest-a savings that will go toward deficit re
duction. 

The members and staff of the Armed Serv
ices Committee have spent the last year ana
lyzing events of the Persian Gulf war, changes 
in the world, and budgetary pressures here at 
home. The result of this in-depth review is a 
newly structured defense budget that is based 
on the new threats that face our country as 
well as our allies. 

H.R. 5006 begins the process of changing 
our defense spending priorities to reflect the 
new world order that the President says he is 
looking for, but has thus far failed to recog
nize. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to take a moment to 
highlight certain features of H.R. 5006 which I 
think are critical to reorganizing our defense 
budgets consistent with recent changes 
throughout the world. 

NUCLEAR WEAPONS TESTING 

(6) AMRAAM Air-to-air missile 
(7) F-16 Falcon (fighter air-

craft) ... ............. .. ................. .. . 
(8) E-8A JST ARS (surveillance 

system) .. .... ........................... . 
(9) EA-6B Prowler (aircraft) ... . . 

48 
21 

1,155 In particular, I commend the committee's 

24 strong support of the F/A-18 C/O Hornet air
craft. The newly authorized 48 C/O's will sus-

1 tain the robust nature of our current naval air 
3 fleet. 

At the same time the United States con
demns the Chinese Government for its nuclear 
weapons test on May 20, we are continuing 
our own, aggressive nuclear weapons testing 
program. In fact, the United States is the un
questionable leader in · nuclear weapons test
ing. 
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Six a year compared to one in the last 2 

years for China. Both Russia and France, on 
the other hand, have stopped testing alto
gether for now. 

Unfortunately, Mr. Chairman, it's the same 
old story from this President and this adminis
tration: "Listen to what I say, not what I do." 
Whatever happened to the President's "new 
world order?" How can the administration le
gitimately condemn China's recent test when 
the United States continues to be the undis
puted leader in this area? 

We cannot continue our senseless and blind 
indifference to the world around us. Our own 
testing program only serves to encourage 
other countries, like China, to continue their 
nuclear weapons development and testing 
program. And, if we continue our testing, then 
Russia is likely to restart its program. 

To address this issue, the House bill would 
institute a 1-year moratorium on weapons test
ing. During this time, legitimate questions 
about the safety of our nuclear weapons arse
nal can be explored. But, this moratorium will 
also signal to the rest of the world that we are 
prepared to live up to the standards we have 
set for other countries. It will signal that we 
are serious about stopping nuclear weapons 
proliferation, beginning with our own country. 
This bill will help support Russian and French 
efforts to limit testing. It will help reignite Unit
ed States-British-Russian negotiations for a 
comprehensive nuclear test ban. And, finally, it 
will help with renewal of the Nuclear Non-Pro
liferation Treaty, scheduled for 1995. 

STRATEGIC DEFENSE INITIATIVE 

Once again, the House bill assumes a real
istic approach to strategic and tactical missile 
defense. Year after year, we have to enjoin 
the administration in a battle over SOl. Unfor
tunately, the administration continues to hold 
onto a dream of an elaborate space-based in
terceptor system that neither technology nor 
the defense budget can support. 

DOD's own, top program analyst recently 
stated that the administration's planned 1997 
deployment of a ground-based interceptor 
would be premature and face costly and crip
pling problems. His recommendation was to 
delay planned deployment by 6 years, until 
2003, to gain better knowledge and evaluation 
of the technology needed to support the de
ployment. Likewise, earlier this year, CIA Di
rector Robert Gates stated in testimony before 
Congress that new long-range missile threats 
to the United States are not anticipated to ap
pear for a minimum of 1 0 years-until 2003 at 
the earliest. Yet, President Bush and his ad
ministration continue to hold a blind and 
senseless devotion to deploying an unproven, 
untested, and currently unfeasible system. 

The House bill takes important steps to re
verse the course of the SOl Program. First, we 
reduced the budget request by $1.1 billion to 
a total of $4.3 billion. We completely abolish 
the Brilliant Pebbles Program. We eliminate 
the 1997 deployment target date for ground
based defense. We make ABM Treaty compli
ance an explicit goal of the United States and 
require all missile defense work to follow the 
traditional interpretation of the ABM Treaty. Fi
nally, $1.1 billion of the SOl funding is to be 
used explicitly for development of theater
based missile defenses including the Patriot 
missile, and similar technologies. 

INCREASED BURDEN SHARING 

H.R. 5006 requires our allies to share equi
tably in the costs of maintaining U.S. troops 
and equipment overseas the costs of providing 
for the defense of that foreign nation. First we 
require our NATO allies and Korea to increase 
the amount they pay for overseas basin costs 
of United States military forces. Second, we 
propose to reduce the number of troops sta
tioned in Europe from 235,000 to 1 00,000 by 
1995. Finally, we provide for 40 percent reduc
tion in the total number of troops stationed 
overseas. 

This legislation will begin the process of re
quiring our allies to shoulder a far greater 
share of the burden of maintaining their own 
defense. 

ENERGY CONSERVATION 

H.R. 5006 authorizes $60 million in funding 
for energy conservation programs, which in
cludes $10 million specifically for the Depart
ment to participate in the development of re
newable energy systems and renewable hy
brid energy systems. The energy conservation 
funding is important to help DOD become a 
responsible partner with communities through
out the country in conserving energy and com
plying with clean air standards. These pro
grams have proven to save money for DOD 
and are a very worthwhile investment of de
fense dollars. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 5006 also authorizes 
several military construction projects that are 
vital to the ongoing missions of several of our 
military bases in northern California. 

For Beale Air Force Base, the bill funds a 
new fire training facility. The new facility is 
needed to train firefighters in handling mass 
fuel spills and three dimensional-running 
fuel-fires, and is needed to comply with Fed
eral and State environmental standards. Addi
tionally, the bill authorizes construction of a 
new security police operations center. The 
new facility will add nearly 15,000 square feet 
of space for all security operations, law en
forcement, resource and personnel protection, 
and base security functions. Finally, Beale is 
also authorized to undertake utility improve
ments and a new fire safety system in the 
base hospital. This project will increase patient 
safety and improve efficiency of the hospital's 
operations. 

At McClellan Air Force Base, H.R. 5006 in
cludes two environmental projects. The first 
project would fund the upgrade or replacement 
of underground storage tanks to meet Federal 
and State regulatory requirements. The sec
ond project consists of improvements to the 
base's wastewater collection system. 

One additional project for McClellan involves 
the construction of a modern, state-of-the-in
dustry plating shop. This project will ensure 
compliance with Federal, State, and local envi
ronmental laws, eliminate the risk of line or 
shop closure by the California Environmental 
Protection Agency, reduce plating process so
lution wastes, improve safety and improve op
erations efficiency. 

Finally, H.R. 5006 funds several projects are 
needed to provide facilities for new activities 
that are scheduled to move to McClellan as a 
result of base closures. 

Mr. Chairman, Travis AFB continues to play 
a pivotal role in supporting the airlift require-

ments of the Defense Department. As the 
major west coast airlift port, it is important for 
Travis to maintain facilities capable of support
ing the high volume of personnel traveling 
through the base. With this in mind, the com
mittee has authorized two projects for Travis. 
The first project is an upgrade in the sanitary 
sewer mains. The second project funds the 
final phase of a six-phase dormitory renova
tion project that has been ongoing over the 
last several years. The project is needed to 
renovate the existing facilities which have in
adequate lighting, no air conditioning, and 
generally poor living conditions. This project 
has important implications for the quality of life 
and morale of our troops. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, the fiscal year 1993 
Defense authorization bill provides funding for 
a new hazardous waste storage facility at 
Mare Island Naval Shipyard. This project is 
very important for the shipyard's ability to 
meet stringent environmental requirements 
and would replace the existing, 50-year-old 
warehouse used for these purposes. 

These projects reinforce the important role 
that each of these military bases plays in our 
Nation's defense. We, in northern California, 
continue to be very supportive of our local 
bases and our local military personnel. We 
plan to continue our efforts to modernize and 
improve facilities on the bases to ensure effi
cient operations as well as a good quality-of
life for our service men and women. 

DEFENSE REINVESTMENT AND CONVERSION 

Mr. Chairman, I think we all realize that de
fense reductions are here and are real. Mili
tary and civilian personnel, communities and 
the defense industry are all being affected. 
H.R. 5006 attempts to deal intelligently with 
how we soften the blow and make the transi
tion to a civilian-based economy as smooth as 
possible. 

This bill provides assistance to defense and 
aerospace firms to help them use their de
fense technologies and manufacturing proc
esses to develop new products and tech
nologies for commercial markets. H.R. 5006 
also provides communities impacted t?Y de
fense cuts with planning and technical assist
ance to help them reuse closing bases and 
promote new industry development. And, per
haps most importantly, the legislation provides 
a cushion for the military personnel, civil serv
ice employees, and defense industry workers 
who stand to lose their jobs because of de
fense budget cuts. 

The $1 billion investment we propose to 
make under this defense reinvestment provi
sions of the bill is the only way we can help 
defense-dependent businesses, workers and 
communities make a successful transition to a 
civilian-based economy. It is an effort to ad
dress the new problems and new opportunities 
we face that have come about because of the 
end of the cold war and the dissolution of the 
former Soviet Union. 

CONCLUSION 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I want to com
mend Chairman ASPIN, the committee mem
bers, and the committee staff for the long 
hours and hard work they put into this legisla
tion. It is reflective of what our country needs 
to maintain a strong national defense at a 
price that we can afford. I strongly urge my 
colleagues to support this bill. 
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Mr. WEISS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposi

tion to H.R. 5006, the fiscal year 1993 De
fense authorization bill. 

The cold war is over. Yet we still have a 
cold war defense budget. The $27 4 billion au
thorized by this bill for the Department of De
fense and the defense programs of the De
partment of Energy. The legislation spends 
nearly up to the caps imposed under the 
budget agreement and represents a mere 2-
percent reduction from the President's re
quest. 

At a time when our foe of the past 45 years 
no longer exists, it makes no sense to pass a 
defense budget that is on par with budgets we 
passed at the height of the cold war. The 
major threats that face the country now are 
not columns of Soviet tanks in Europe, they 
are urban decay, a crumbling infrastructure, 
and a failing educational system right here in 
the United States. It is time that we start fund
ing our military at a level that accurately re
flects our security risks abroad. and our 
human needs at home. 

This legislation includes funding for cold war 
programs that have outlived their need, if in 
fact they ever existed. The B-2 program, 
which the Congress voted to terminate at 15 
planes in both 1990 and. 1991, is revived in 
this bill. Despite questions about whether the 
B-2 will ever be capable of functioning as it 
was originally intended, and even what its mis
sion is to be, this bill includes $4 billion to con
tinue research and to procure an additional 4 
planes, bringing the program total up to 20 
planes. Surely, the Congress can find a better 
use for $4 billion than purcha~ing new B-2 
bombers. 

I must also express my concern over the 
level of funding for SOl. Again, I must point 
out that our cold war adversary no longer ex
ists. Furthermore, the successor states to the 
Soviet Union have expressed a willingness to 
further reduce nuclear arsenals. In spite of 
this, SOl is funded at its highest level ever, 
$4.3 billion for fiscal year 1993. This is a pro
gram about which there continue to exist a 
great many questions regarding its technical 
feasibility. If these problems are ever resolved, 
and a determination to deploy it is made, it will 
then cost the Nation billions upon billions of 
dollars that we simply cannot afford. 

This bill does include, however, some provi
sions that indicate there may be a growing 
awareness of these new global and domestic 
realities. 

The bill does include one billion dollars to 
help ease the transition for defense workers 
and departing military personnel affected by 
reductions to the defense budget. There is a 
great deal more that we could, and must, do 
to prepare the U.S. economy for a conversion 
from excessive reliance on military spending 
to civilian production. For too long, this country 
has channeled valuable and limited resources 
into the development of our military at the ex
pense of other urgent needs. Neglect to our 
physical and economic infrastructure has 
brought deterioration to the Nation's economy. 
We are now presented with a unique oppor
tunity; the resources that have gone into de
veloping our mighty military can now be chan
neled into rebuilding our country and reinvigo
rating our economy. 

This amendment, approved by the Con
gress, is an important first step in dealing with 

the opportunities and risks presented to us by 
the defense downsizing. 

Unfortunately, this bill does not include 
enough of this clear headed thinking. The de
fense budget must be based on real national 
security needs not on abstract budget calcula
tions. When we determine the appropriate 
level of defense spending, it should be related 
not to what last year's budget was and how 
much we can cut from that, but how much we 
need to spend in order to provide an adequate 
level of security for the Nation. This budget 
does not do that. Sadly, this is still a cold war 
budget in a post-cold war world. I therefore 
must oppose this authorization bill. 

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Chairman, I rise today to 
bring to your attention my efforts to realize 
savings from one of the last cold war, Penta
gon weapon systems still in the defense budg
et-the Trident II [0-5] missile. The original 
purpose of the 0-5 missile was to give the 
Navy a hard target kill system which could de
stroy hard targets such as ICBM silos and un
derground command bunkers in the Soviet 
Union. With the end of the cold war and the 
dissolution of the Soviet Union and the War
saw Pact, the United States simply can't con
tinue with business as usual in regards to the 
0-5 missile. With the burgeoning national 
debt, the United States simply can't afford to 
continue with business as usual. 

In February of this year, I introduced legisla
tion calling for the termination of the 0-5 mis
sile. I proposed this legislation for a number of 
important reasons: 

First, even if the United States discontinues 
production of the 0-5 missile after fiscal year 
1994, the United States will still retain a huge 
technological advantage over the new Com
monwealth of Independent States [CIS] in its 
SLBM force. Even before the breakup, the So
viet Union was never able to develop a SLBM 
with the hard target kill capability of the 0-5 
missile; 

Second, the much touted hard target kill ca
pability of the 0-5 was dependent on produc
tion of the high yield W-88 warhead which 
has recently been canceled by the Bush ad
ministration; and 

Third, a GAO report-November 1988-esti
mated that the total lifetime cost of the Trident 
II [0-5] missile system would be $99.3 billion. 
Savings from canceling the system after fiscal 
year 1994 would total between $5 and $10 bil
lion by fiscal year 1999. 

After an analysis of the 0-5 missile, I have 
determined that without a minimum number of 
0-5 missiles, the Navy would be required to 
reconfigure the last six Trident submarines 
from 0-5 capability to C-4 capability. This re
configuration would cost about $1 billion per 
submarine or a total of $6 billion-wiping out 
most of the potential savings from terminating 
production of the 0-5 missile. 

After fiscal year 1994, the Navy will have 
350 0-5 missiles in its arsenal, less the mis
siles already used for tests and evaluations. 
With 350 0-5 missiles, the Navy could deploy 
14 0-5 missiles, reduced from 24, on 10 Tri
dent II submarines-requiring 140 of the 350 
D-5 missiles available under my proposal. 
With the end of the cold war, it is not unrea
sonable to reduce the number of missiles car
ried by Trident submarines from 24 to 14. 

My proposal would also cancel the planned 
retrofit of the first eight Trident I submarines, 

currently carrying the C-4 missile, to carry the 
0-5 missile. The Navy would then have a fleet 
of 8 Trident I [C-4] submarines and 10 Trident 
II [D-5] submarines. In addition, this proposal 
would reduce the number of planned tests of 
the D-5 missile. The Navy would have a total 
of 210 missiles available for tests and evalua
tions, certification, and recertification for the 
fleet of 10 Trident II submarines. The Navy 
proposed 467 such missiles for its planned 
fleet of 18 Trident II submarines. 

I estimate that savings from my proposal 
would be between $5 and $10 billion between 
fiscal year 1995 and fiscal year 1999. These 
savings include $15 billion in procurement 
costs and $2 billion from the canceled 0-5 
retrofit program. Total savings would be offset 
by the cost of extending the life of the C-4 
missile beyond the year 2009. However, great
er savings would be achieved if the C-4 is not 
needed after the year 2009. The House 
Armed Services Committee has requested
on my behalf-the CBO to prepare a report on 
the budgetary implications of terminating pro
duction of the 0-5 missile. I will share their 
conclusions with Members of Congress when 
the report is released. Next year, I plan to 
offer an amendment to the fiscal year 1994 
defense authorization bill on the floor of the 
House which will terminate production of the 
0-5 missile after fiscal year 1994 and will 
eliminate funding for advanced procurement in 
next year's bill. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, for years, the 
idea of antiballistic missile defense has been 
debated more rigorously than the reality of the 
existing SDI Program. The Associated Press 
last week concluded that "Congress has 
shown little interest in where the SOl money 
has gone until recently." 

Today, we can change this. I urge my col
leagues to vote yes to cut the $4.3 billion for 
SOl in the Defense authorization bill. 

There is overwhelming evidence to support 
reducing the star wars budget. The Govern
ment Operations Subcommittee on Legislation 
and National Security has conducted a year
long investigation into how the administration 
squandered the $29 billion Congress appro
priated for this program. 

Our hearings, reports, and reviews have re
vealed what many have long contended: The 
star wars program has produced a mountain 
of profits and perks, but little real progress. 

SDI has pulled a reverse Rumpelstiltskin
it has spun gold into straw. 

Here are a few examples we have uncov
ered-from billions blown to beach vacations: 

First, the General Accounting Office testified 
that "SOlO's unstable architecture has caused 
confusion, forced costly redesigns, and in
creased the risk." (GAO testimony before the 
Legislation and National Security Subcommit
tee, May 16, 1991.) 

Second, the GAO also told us that much of 
the billions spent to develop the Pentagon's 
space-based Antimissile Defense Program 
may have been wasted because of overly opti
mistic budget requests, poor planning and 
pressure to field unproven technology. (GAO 
testimony, May 16, 1991.) 

Third, we found that money was poured into 
exotic weapons projects that were later aban
doned, for example: $1 . billion for the free 
electron laser; $1 billion for the boost surveil-
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lance and tracking satellite; $720 million for 
the space-based chemical laser; $700 million 
for the neutral particle beam; and $366 million 
for the airborne optical aircraft. 

The GAO concluded that "Optimistic plan
ning resulted in starting projects and making 
significant investments, which then became 
unaffordable." (GAO testimony, May 16, 
1991.) 

Fourth, subcommittee investigators found 
many examples of waste. In one case, 3,000 
reports worth millions of dollars were simply 
thrown out by the contractor in charge of stor
ing them for the SDI Program. The reports, 
some only a year old, were destroyed to make 
room to warehouse new reports. (Subcommit
tee investigations, 1992.) 

Fifth, it is clear that private contractors 
dominate the program, even writing SOlO's 
"Report To Congress." The 1991 Report to 
Congress was written by a private contractor 
for a fee of $264,000. Many of the paragraphs 
were lifted almost verbatim from the 1990 re
port, written by the same contractor for a simi
lar amount. Subcommittee investigation, 1992. 

Sixth, contractors are so dominant in this 
program that the first person you meet when 
visiting the SDIO offices in the Pentagon is a 
contractor. The security guards are a private 
firm SOlO hires rather than use Department of 
Defense personnel. Subcommittee investiga
tions, 1992. 

Seventh, SDIO officials cannot talk with 
other DOD officials without hiring contractors. 
SDIO paid a contractor $1 million to help it 
prepare for one meeting in 1991 of the De
fense Acquisition Board. The contractor also 
took the official minutes of the meeting. Sub
committee investigation, 1992. 

Eighth, not only have we wasted .billions of 
dollars, but the GAO warns us that the SDI 
program is doomed to waste billions more un
less we stop them. GAO reported to us that: 

For the past year, SDIO has been pressing 
forward with a $46 billion system
GPALS. * * * However, the GPALS architec
ture has not been solidified * * * Designing, 
developing, and deploying a system with 
these uncertainties increases the risk that 
the system will not provide the level of pro
tection SDIO currently promises* * * sched
ule delays, escalating costs, and performance 
problems could occur. GAO Report to Sub
committee, March 1992. 

Ninth, is ther~ any need for this rush? Sci
entific opinion is nearly unanimous that there 
is no need to rush. As one scientist told our 
subcommittee: 

The prospects that an antimissile shield 
might be needed in this century are so re
mote that there is no reason, other than po
litical expediency, for proceeding soon with 
deployment of such a system. Testimony to 
Subcommittee, John Pike, Federation of 
American Scientists, October 1, 1991. 

Tenth, whistleblowers have come forward at 
great cost to their own careers to tell us the 
truth about star wars. SDI scientist Aldric Sau
cier said: "Star Wars has been a high-risk, 
space age, national security pork barrel for 
contractors and top Government managers." 
Affidavit of SDI scientist Aldric Saucier, pro
vided to Subcommittee, January 1992. 

Eleventh, finally, the top officials of this pro
gram have been enjoying a wide variety of 
perks. Last year alone the SOl program spent 

over $6 million on official travel. I have asked 
the Inspector General to investigate many of 
these questionable trips. Subcommittee Inves
tigation, May 1992. 

For example: The speech writer for the 
SOlO director flew to Hawaii on official busi
ness, yet certified travel vouchers show he 
worked only 2112 days during his 2-week stay 
in November 1990. 

The Special Assistant to the SDIO Director 
worked only 3 days during his 2-week stay in 
Maui in December 1990, according to his 
vouchers. 

They are some of the senior SOlO officials 
who worked less than half the time they spent 
in Hawaii during fiscal year 1991. 

It is time to restore some reality to this pro
gram. We have much more pressing needs for 
the taxpayers' dollars than this ill-conceived, 
mismanaged example of how not to run a pro
gram. 

I urge my colleagues to vote "yes." 
Mr. OWENS of Utah. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 

opposition to final passage of the fiscal year 
1993 DOD Authorization Act. I do so reluc
tantly and with a deep sense of disappoint
ment in both the final version of the legislation 
before us and the conduct of the bill on the 
floor. 

There is a new threat to our National secu
rity, but we are still fighting the old threat. 
Today, one of the greatest threats facing this 
country is the huge budget deficit. This coun
try is facing a $400 billion deficit, yet the de
fense bill about to be voted on authorizes 
$27 4 billion, including long lead funding for a 
new $4.5 billion nuclear aircraft carrier, addi
tional B-2 bombers at $2.7 billion, $2 billion 
for the F-22, $4.3 billion for SDI, and an addi
tional $2.4 billion for the $40 billion C-17 
airlifter. 

That said, there are several provisions of 
the bill that I strongly support. The nuclear test 
ban provision adopted on the House floor is a 
major step to halting the spread of nuclear 
weapons and reining in the U.S. nuclear 
weapons program. In addition, the continu
ation of the Missile Defense Act, which in
cludes the ground-based interceptor, is impor
tant to developing a limited antimissile defense 
of the United States. Also, the House adopted 
my amendment to require the intelligence 
agencies to validate biowarfare threats before 
developing countermeasures against biological 
agents. 

On the whole, though, this bill is a cold war 
relic. I am disappointed that the committee 
chose to disregard the different threat facing 
the United States and, instead, adopted a 
"business as usual" bill. 

Amendments to trim the bill, and terminate 
costly and unneeded weapons systems were 
not made in order by the rules committee. 
Specifically, three of my amendments were 
not allowed. 

I intended to offer an amendment to cut 
long lead funds for yet another nuclear aircraft 
carrier. This is a program that can be put off, 
and a threat assessment conducted, before 
obligating the first $832 million of a $4.5 billion 
program. 

Another amendment I sought to offer would 
have cut 5 percent from the bill. While a 10 
percent cutting amendment was allowed and 
ultimately defeated, I felt that this cut was too 

severe. Instead, the 5 percent cut I proposed 
would have cut $13.7 billion from the bill and 
force the Pentagon to prioritize its needs with
out harming national security. 

The third amendment blocked by the Rules 
Committee was to cut $1 billion from the F-22 
program. While I agree that ultimately the F-
22 may be needed, clearly it is a program that 
can be slowed down considerably and reas
sessed. 

But what is more disturbing is that on sev
eral amendments, most notably the Durbin 
amendment to cut SDI and the Andrews 
amendment to halt procurement of the B-2 at 
15 planes, a majority of Democrats voted aye 
but a majority of the Democrats on the armed 
services committee voted nay. 

I am troubled with the perception that the 
majority faction of committee is out of step 
with their colleagues on several of the key is
sues facing our National Security Policy. 

I can fully understand why the President 
wants to continue to overspend on the Penta
gon. The administration's complete lack of vi
sion and innovation is reflected in the most re
cent polls and the demise of the President's 
job approval rating. The all-too-typical reaction 
from the executive branch is a sad testament 
to its cold warrior mindset that is petrified at 
the thought of a world safe from a superpower 
rivalry. 

But I cannot understand the Armed Services 
Committee's similar addiction to indulging the 
Pentagon. Why did the committee renege on 
last year's agreement to halt the B-2 at 15 
planes? It is the most expensive plane in his
tory and it doesn't even work. Why did the 
committee vote to support increasing SDI 
funding above last year's level? What new 
threat has emerged? 

At $274 billion, this bill spends too much. In 
the bill, weapons programs are still justified on 
pork barrel grounds, not by whether they con
tribute to national security. And if the poor 
economic situation and high unemployment is 
the excuse, we would do better for our sol
diers and defense workers by retraining them 
and helping them adjust than by socializing 
their industry. 

When will defense spending reflect the true 
national security needs of this country, as op
posed to simply continuing to bankroll the 
Pentagon, as this bill does? I urge my col
leagues to oppose this legislation and direct 
the Armed Services Committee to write a bill 
that protects America from the real threats we 
face today and in the future. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in 
support of the Ray amendment included in the 
Committee on Armed Service's en bloc 
amendments. This amendment would estab
lish a model base cleanup program at 15 ac
tive military bases and 4 closed military bases. 
Problems encountered during the cleanup of 
the environmental contamination at bases 
across the country have demonstrated the in
effectiveness of the Department of Defense's 
current cleanup efforts and the importance of 
making these bases available for alternative 
uses. 

The lack of communication between the De
partment of Defense, the Environmental Pro
tection Agency and State agencies has cre
ated a log jam of redtape and delay. There 
have also been problems in DOD's ability to 
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solicit and hire contractors in a timely manner 
to conduct the environmental remediation nec
essary to turn over these bases in good work
ing condition to the public. 

The Ray provision establishes a com
prehensive model program to speed up the 
contracting process and to improve the co
operation among Government agencies. By fo
cusing its attention on 18 model sites, the De
partment of Defense can implement innovative 
methods for expediting the clean up process 
and create a blueprint for the hundreds of 
other military sites that require environmental 
remediation. 

It is important for the model program to uti
lize environmental restoration activities that 
exemplify timely and effective investigation, 
assessment, and clean up strategies as well 
as use new and experimental cleanup tech
niques and technologies for use in demonstra
tion and education programs. 

The problems found in the current environ
mental restoration program have been appar
ent at the Presidio Army Base, in my district 
of San Francisco which, under preexisting law, 
is to be transferred to management by the Na
tional Park Service. Despite the Army's goal to 
have over 80 percent of the base cleaned up 
by the end of this year, less than 40 percent 
of the remediation will be completed on sched
ule. 

Selection of the Presidio Army Base under 
this model program would be of great value 
for this particular site because of the high pub
lic use as a national park that is intended for 
its over 1 ,400 acres. Inclusion of the Presidio 
in this program would also serve as a useful 
blueprint for other bases being converted to 
extended public use. 

The Presidio is scheduled to be conveyed to 
the Golden Gate National Recreation Area 
[GGNRA] by 1995. GGNRA is the most visited 
park in the national system, with over 17 mil
lion visitors each year. For more than two cen
turies, the Presidio of San Francisco has 
stood as a sentry at the Golden Gate, rich in 
military history and unique in its ecology and 
natural features. The Presidio will be a na
tional park unlike any other in the world. 

Conversion of the Presidio presents us with 
an opportunity to make the Presidio an inter
nationally visible model of environmental sus
tainability and innovative technology. A range 
of energy, water and waste demonstration 
projects could feature state-of-the-art tech
nology and expertise for larger models around 
the world. The Presidio is an ideal setting for 
displaying the latest in environmental restora
tion technology. The National Park Service 
has expressed its willingness to work with 
other Federal agencies on demonstration and 
educational programs at the Presidio. Cor: 
porate partners, too, might be interested in 
demonstrating their newest developments in 
energy-saving and pollution-prevention tech
nology at the Presidio site. 

The implementation of innovative and envi
ronmentally sensitive technologies at the Pre
sidio will: 

Save energy, water and other scarce natural 
resources; 

Improve live-cycle-cost-effectiveness of sys
tems; 

Provide general environmental benefits and 
reduce environmental costs on the post; 

Present techniques for broader application 
at other sites, and 

Showcase the partnership between the De
partments of Defense and Interior to make the 
Presidio a national model of an effective eco
nomic conversion 

It is fitting that this Army garrison, one of the 
oldest in the United States, will be transformed 
to a monument to peace, environmental pres
ervation, and recreation. Through a partner
ship of public and private sectors, we can 
work together to preserve the Presidio, fulfill 
its highest potential for public use and enjoy
ment, and create a model of environmental 
cooperation in the century ahead. 

Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. Chair
man, just as we were about to begin consider
ation of the Defense authorization bill for fiscal 
1993, I learned that the Air Force was consid
ering the closure of the Cavalier Air Station in 
North Dakota. 

Since this installation has played a key role 
in our national defense and space surveil
lance, I was deeply concerned about the ru
mored closure. Cavalier AFS has a very pow
erful radar and some unique capabilities to 
track objects in space. 

In order to get to the bottom of this, I joined 
with my colleague, U.S. Senator KENT CONRAD 
of North Dakota, in a letter to the Secretary of 
the Air Force requesting answers to a series 
of questions about Pentagon plans for Cava
lier AFS. We subsequently learned that the Air 
Force was indeed planning to terminate its op
erations at Cavalier by the end of the fiscal 
year. We also heard from employees directly 
affected by the action who reported that they 
were not being kept fully informed about Air 
Force plans and that an immediate cessation 
of operations was possible. 

The Air Force has since provided assur
ances that it will not take premature action to 
shut down this important radar facility. It will 
consult with the Army, NASA, and the Strate
gic Defense Initiative Organization about our 
future missile defense and space surveillance 
needs before deactivating the radar system. It 
has also pledged to provide complete informa
tion to employees about their current status 
and future opportunities. 

As we begin to scale back our national de
fense, it is important that we do so in an or
derly and prudent fashion. We must treat both 
civilian and military employees with respect 
and fairness. And we must not prematurely 
close down bases or facilities in the United 
States which could still play a vital role, albeit 
with new or modified missions, in our Nation's 
defense and space programs. Base closing 
decisions which should be made only after 
timely input from all affected parties, including 
locaf communities and Federal agencies or 
employees. 

I bring this to the attention of my colleagues 
during the debate on the defense bill so that 
they may be aware of Air Force actions relat
ing to Cavalier Air Force Station. 

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Chairman, I would like to 
thank Chairman Les Aspin and the Armed 
Services Committee for once again including 
in the Defense authorization bill language 
which separates the Tactical/Theater Missile 
Defense [TMD] program from the Strategic 
Defense Initiative program. 

Last year, I introduced legislation (H.R. 
1446) which restructured the SOl program by 

providing for separate management and fund
ing of TMD programs. This was done in re
sponse to the acquisition by SOlO of TMD 
programs after the Persian Gulf war. In addi
tion, proponents of a large SOl program used 
the apparent success of the Patriot missile 
during the Persian Gulf war to promote their 
vision of ballistic defense. The truth is that the 
Patriot missile, a theater missile, was built and 
managed by the Army-not SOlO. In fact, the 
SOlO devoted only 5 percent of over $25 bil
lion in funding between 1984 and 1990 on tac
tical/theater missile defense. Clearly, the two 
programs-strategic missile defense and tac
tical missile defense-have separate missions 
and should be managed and funded sepa
rately. 

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Chairman, I wish to com
mend the Armed Services Committee for in
cluding an expansion of the Small Business 
Innovation Research [SBIR] Program in its re
investment package. The Armed Services 
Committee is acting on the same belief that 
motivated me and other members of the Small 
Business Committee to initiate the SBIR pro
gram 1 0 years ago-the belief that small busi
nesses are the most innovative and dynamic 
sector of the U.S. economy. 

Evidence supporting this view is overwhelm
ing. Over the past 15 years, job growth in 
small companies has outpaced job growth in 
large companies by 37 percent. Furthermore, 
recent studies show that small companies 
contribute roughly 2.5 times more innovations 
per employee than large companies. 

The SBI R Program has been a remarkably 
effective way of tapping into this dynamic na
tional resource. Under SBIR, each Federal 
agency with an extramural R&D budget in ex
cess of $1 00 million per year earmarks 1.25 
percent of that budget for small companies. 
Studies by the General Accounting Office and 
the Small Business Administration show that 
the program has given a major impetus to the 
technological innovation that fuels economic 
growth, while at the same time meeting the 
Federal Government's R&D needs. All 11 
agencies which participate in the program re
port that it has had a favorable impact on their 
research programs. Furthermore, a recent Na
tional Academy of Sciences report finds that 
the program has significant merit, and calls for 
an expansion. 

I do not believe that the Armed Services 
Committee could have chosen a better vehicle 
for reinvestment than SBIR. As the Under 
Secretary of Defense has said with respect to 
the Defense Department's SBIR program: 

The SBIR program has provided a pool of 
small businesses willing to investigate new 
high risk and innovative ideas needed to ex
pedite the accomplishment of DOD goals and 
objectives. * * * The DOD wholeheartedly 
supports the Congressional goals of the SBIR 
Program and is pleased to report its positive 
effect on all R&D programs. 

Moreover, the McCurdy panel on the De
fense industrial base calls for a doubling of the 
size of DOD's SBIR program as a way of in
creasing commercial spinoff from Defense Re
search and Development. 

The provisions of the reinvestment package 
concerning SBIR would apply only to DOD's 
SBIR program. But they are in accord with the 
changes made for all agencies by the SBIR 
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reauthorization· bill (H.R. 4400) recently re
ported by the Small Business Committee. 
Specifically, both bills· reauthorize the SBIR 
Program until the year 2000, significantly ex
pand the size of the program, and increase 
the program's emphasis on commercialization 
of SBIR research. 

Mr. Chairman, I strongly endorse the action 
that the Armed Services Committee has taken 
with respect to DOD's SBIR program. It is 
consistent with-and, indeed, strengthens-ef
forts by the Small Business Committee to re
authorize and expand the SBIR Program 
across the Government. It is good for the 
country. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the Committee rises. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. HOYER) 
having assumed the chair, Mr. Cox of 
Illinois, Chairman pro tempore of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union, reported that that 
Committee, having had under consider
ation the bill (H.R. 5006) to authorize 
appropriations for fiscal year 1993 for 
military functions of the Department 
of Defense, to prescribe military per
sonnel levels for fiscal year 1993, and 
for other purposes, pursuant to House 
Resolution 474, he reported the bill 
back to the House with an amendment 
adopted by the Committee of the 
Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or
dered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment to the committee amend
ment in the nature of a substitute 
adopted by the Committee of the 
Whole? 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I de
mand a separate vote on amendment 
No. 2 that was adopted by the Commit
tee dealing with burden sharing, the 
so-called Frank amendment. 

D 1300 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

HOYER). Is a separate vote demanded on 
any other amendment? 

If not, the Clerk will report the 
amendment on which a separate vote 
has been demanded. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment: At the end of title X (page 

202, after line 23), insert the following new 
section: 
SEC. . REDUCTIONS FOR ACCELERATED WITH

DRAWAL OF UNITED STATES 
FORCES FROM EUROPE, JAPAN, AND 
KOREA OR INCREASED HOST-NA
TION SUPPORT. 

(a) OVERALL AUTHORIZATION REDUCTION.
The total amount authorized to be appro
priated by this Act for fiscal year 1993 is the 
sum of the separate authorizations contained 
in this Act for that fiscal year reduced by 
$3,500,000. 

(b) TROOPS IN EUROPE, JAPAN, AND KOREA.
Reductions in amounts authorized to be ap
propriated to the Department of Defense to 
achieve the overall reduction required by 
subsection (a) may only be made from funds 
for programs, projects, and activities for the 
support of United States forces assigned to 
or stationed in Europe, Japan, or Korea. The 

effect on those programs, projects, and ac
tivities of such reductions in amounts au
thorized to be appropriated may be ac
counted for through either or a combination 
of the following: 

(1) Increases in the level of host-nation 
support. 

(2) Accelerated withdrawal of United 
States forces or equipment assigned to or 
stationed in Europe, Japan, or Korea. 

Mr. SOLOMON (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that the amendment be considered 
as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the amendment. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appear to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 202, noes 164, 
not voting 68, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Allard 
Andrews (ME) 
Annunzio 
Applegate 
Atkins 
AuCoin 
Bacchus 
Ballenger 
Bennett 
Berman 
Blackwell 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brewster 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Camp 
Cardin 
Carper 
Carr 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clement 
Coble 
Collins (MI) 
Condit 
Conyers 
Costello 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
Dell urns 
Derrick 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dooley 
Dorgan (ND) 
Downey 
Duncan 
Durbin 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
Engel 
English 
Espy 
Evans 
Ewing 
Fa well 
Flake 
Foglietta 

[Roll No. 171] 
AYES-202 

Ford (MI) 
Ford(TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gilchrest 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Goss 
Grandy 
Guarini 
Gunderson 
Hall (OH) 
Hayes (IL) 
Henry 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
H.orn 
Hughes 
Jacobs 
James 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnston 
Jontz 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Klug 
Kopetski 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Leach 
Levin (MI) 
Lipinski 
Lowey (NY) 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Ma.tsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
McCloskey 
McCurdy 
McDermott 
McMillen (MD) 
McNulty 
Mfume 

Min eta 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moody 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Myers 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Nowak 
Nussle 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Orton 
Owens (NY) 
Owens (UT) 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Penny 
Perkins 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Po shard 
Price 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Reed 
Regula 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Ritter 
Roemer 
Rohrabacher 
Rose 
Roukema 
Roybal 
Sabo · 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schuiner 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shays 

Sikorski 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (FL) 
Snowe 
Solarz 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swett 

Allen 
Anderson 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Archer 
Armey 
As pin 
Baker 
Barnard 
Barrett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bevill 
Bllbray 
Bilirakis 
Bllley 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Browder 
Bunning 
Burton 
Callahan 
Coleman (MO) 
Coleman (TX) 
Combest 
Coughlin 
Cox (CA) 
Cramer 
Crane 
Cunningham 
Darden 
Davis 
DeLay 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Doolittle 
Dornan (CA) 
Dreier 
Edwards (OK) 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
Erdreich 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Fish 
Franks (CT) 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 
Gilman 

Ackerman 
Alexander 
Anthony 
Beilenson 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Campbell (CA) 
Campbell (CO) 
Chandler 
Clinger 
Collins (IL) 
Cooper 
Dannemeyer 
de la Garza 
Dingell 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Felghan 
Fields 
Gaydos 
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Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Towns 
Traflcant 
Upton 
Vento 
Vlsclosky 
Walker 

NOES-164 
Gingrich 
Goodling 
Gradison 
Hall(TX) 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harris 
Hastert 
Hefley 
Hoagland 
Hopkins 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Huckaby 
Hunter 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inhofe 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (TX) 
Jones (NC) 
Kasich 
Kleczka 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Lagomarsino 
Lancaster 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowery (CA) 
Machtley 
Marlenee 
Martin 
McCandless 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McDade 
McEwen 
McGrath 
McHugh 
McMillan (NC) 
Meyers 
Michel 
Miller (OH) 
Molinari 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Murtha 
Ortiz 
Oxley 

Washington 
Waters 
Waxman 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Wise 
Wyden , 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
Zimmer 

Packard 
Parker 
Paxon 
Payne (VA) 
Pease 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Quillen 
Ravenel 
Ray 
Rhodes 
Riggs 
Rinaldo 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rowland 
Santorum 
Sarpallus 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schulze 
Shaw 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith (IA) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith(TX) 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas (GA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Valentine 
Volkmer 
Walsh 
Weber 
Weldon 
Whitten 
Wilson 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zellff 

NOT VOTlNG-68 
Green 
Hammerschmidt 
Hatcher 
Hayes (LA) 
Hefner 
Herger 
Hertel 
Holloway 
Horton 
Hubbard 
Ireland 
Jones (GA) 
Kolter 
Laughlin 
Lehman (CA) 
Lehman (FL) 
Lent 
Levine (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Livingston 
Luken 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (WA) 

Mink 
Morella 
Morrison 
Nichols 
Olin 
Patterson 
Pelosi 
Porter 
Pursell 
Roe 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Russo 
Scheuer 
Thomas (CA) 
Thornton 
Traxler 
Unsoeld 
Vander Jagt 
Vucanovlch 
Williams 
Wolpe 
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The Clerk announced the following 

pair: 
On this vote. 
Mr. Scheuer for, with Mr. Holloway 

against. 
Ms. LONG changed her vote from 

"ayeP to "no." 
Messrs. JENKINS, ROSE, and EWING 

changed their vote from "no" to "aye." 
So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
D 1320 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HOYER). The question is on the com
mittee amendment in the nature of a 
substitute, as amended. 

The committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 
MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. HOPKINS 

Mr. HOPKINS. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 
gentleman opposed to the bill? 

Mr. HOPKINS. I am in its present 
form, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the motion to recom
mit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. HOPKINS moves to recommit the bill 

H.R. 5006 to the Committee on Armed Serv
ices with instructions to report the same 
back to the House forthwith with the follow
ing amendment: 

At the end of title X (page 202, after line 
23), insert the following new sections: 
SEC. . IMPROVED NATIONAL DEFENSE CON

TROL OF TECHNOLOGY DIVERSIONS 
OVERSEAS. 

(a) LIMITA'fiONS.- In the case of any pro
posed or pending merger, acquisition, or 
takeover of a business firm with foreign per
sons for which an investigation is under
taken pursuant to section 721(a) of the De
fense Production Act of 1950 (50 U.S.C. App. 
2158), the President shall take action to pro
hibit the merger, acquisition, or takeover 
from taking· place unless before the end of 
the investigation undertaken pursuant to 
such section 721(a) the Secretary of Defense 
certifies to CongTess that the proposed or 
pending merger, acquisition, or takeover-

(1) will not pose a significant risk of diver
sion of sensitive defense technology from the 
United States to a foreign firm or govern
ment; and 

(2) will not otherwise result in harm to the 
national security interests of the United 
States. 

(b) CONSULTATION.- Before determining 
whether or not to make a certification under 
subsection (a), the Secretary of Defense shall 
consult with-

(1) the Under Secretary of Defense for Pol
icy; 

(2) the Under Secretary of D"efense for Ac-
quisition; · 

(3) the Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
Command, Control, Communications, and In
telligence; and 

(4) the Director of the Defense Intelligence 
Agency; 

(5) any other official of the Department of 
Defense that the Secretary determines to be 
appropriate. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.-Subsection (a) shall 
apply to any proposed or pending merger, ac
quisition, or takeover with respect to which 
an investigation undertaken pursuant to sec
tion 721 of the Defense Production Act of 1950 
is being carried out as of the date of the en
actment of this Act or thereafter. 
SEC. . REDUCED ENRICHMENT RESEARCH TEST 

REACTOR. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary of Energy 

shall conduct a program of development of 
high-density low enriched uranium fuels for 
use in domestic and foreign research reactors 
that currently use highly enriched uranium 
fuel and are unable to convert to low en
riched uranium fuel. 

(b) FUNDING.-There is authorized to be ap
propriated to the Department of Energy for 
fiscal year 1993 $3,000,000 for fuel develop
ment and $1,300,000 for technical assistance 
for the purposes of subsection (a). 

Mr. HOPKINS (during the meeting). 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the motion be considered as read 
and printed in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Kentucky? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen

tleman from Kentucky [Mr. HOPKINS] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOPKINS. I yield to the distin
guished gentleman from Alabama. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Speaker, I ap
preciate the gentleman yielding to me. 

Let me say that I support the motion 
to recommit. Perhaps it is unprece
dented, as far -as I can remember. Any
way, I think we have worked out an ac
commodation with the chairman so 
that this motion is going to be accept
ed; but let me say as to the final pas
sage of the bill that I have very mixed 
emotions because there have been some 
onerous and some unacceptable amend
ments made; however, on balance, I 
think it is a better bill than we ex
pected initially. 

I will vote for the final passage of the 
bill. I do not think there is going to be 
a vote on the motion to recommit. 

Mr. HOPKINS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
GINGRICH], the distinguished minority 
whip. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my friend, the gentleman from Ken
tucky, for yielding this time to me. 

I just want to report to the House 
that I just talked with Secretary Che
ney. We are, frankly, not satisfied with 
this bill. We are not going to try to de
feat it at this stage, but there are so 
many clearly unacceptable provisions 
that we may well face a veto if the bill 
is not improved substantially in con
ference, so I think Members ought to 
look carefully at what they do on the 
bill. 

Mr. HOPKINS. Mr. Speaker, this mo
tion to recommit with instructions will 

finally give the House the chance to 
speak on an important national secu
rity issue that was wrongly denied by 
the Rules Committee. The motion in
cludes the Hopkins amendment that 
simply says that before a foreign inter
est can buy an American company, the 
Secretary of Defense, not some faceless 
committee of lawyers, has to certify to 
this Congress that the sale will not 
harm our national security interests. 

This amendment does not stop any
thing. This amendment does not delay 
anything. It just puts national security 
back into ·the equation in deciding who 
gets to buy our most precious defense 
secrets. 

Support this motion and vote to pro
tect national security. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SCHUMER]. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I support this motion to 
recommit. 

Mr. Speaker, my amendment, like 
several others we have considered, is 
intended to reduce the risk of nuclear 
proliferation. While last year's Persian 
Gulf war and subsequent U.N. efforts 
have succeeded in destroying much of 
Saddam Hussein's nuclear complex, in 
the future we must redouble our efforts 
to prevent proliferation in advance, as 
opposed to sending in half-a-million 
troops after the fact. 

My amendment would reduce the risk 
of proliferation by blocking one of the 
easiest pathways to the bomb-theft of 
bomb-grade uranium. It would do so by 
restoring a program in the defense pro
grams budget of the Energy Depart
ment that will enable reduction of U.S. 
exports of bomb-grade-technically 
known as highly enriched-uranium. 

The United States for decades has ex
ported this material as fuel to nuclear 
research reactors. In 1978, we recog
nized the inherent risks of such com
merce and initiated a program to de
velop alternate, nonweapons usable 
fuels to replace these exports. Since 
then, we have reduced such exports by 
85 percent. However, a few overseas re
actors cannot use any of the alternate 
fuels developed before the program was 
prematurely halted in 1990. 

These remaining reactors require ex
ports of about 100 kilograms annually 
of highly enriched uranium, which the 
DOE reports is sufficient to produce be
tween six and seven nuclear weapons. 
My amendment would restart develop
ment of alternate fuels for these reac
tors, estimated to require 5 years, so 
that the United States could terminate 
all remaining exports of bomb-grade 
uranium. 

Three points underscore the urgency 
of restarting alternative fuel develop':.. 
ment: 

First, if bomb-grade uranium is 
intercepted in transit or stolen from a 
foreign reactor site, it without ques-
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tion can be made into a nuclear weap
on. In fact, it would be disturbingly 
easy, as former Manhattan project 
physicist Luis Alvarez stated in his 
1987 memoirs: 

If separated U- 235, bomb-grade uranium, is 
at hand, it's a trivial job to set off a nuclear 
explosion * * * even a high school kid could 
make a bomb in short order. 

Second, no matter how good U.S. 
physical security is during transit of 
bomb-grade uranium, and I would con
tend it can never be 100 percent terror
ist-proof, the lax physical security at 
foreign reactor sites leaves this mate
rial extremely vulnerable to terrorist 
theft. I am submitting for the RECORD 
an article, regarding a 1988 simulated 
attack by Dutch Marines on a Dutch 
reactor supplied with U.S. bomb-grade 
uranium, which reports that: "in 7 
minutes the raiders were in the vault 
where the fissionable material was 
kept.'' 

Third, there is indication terrorists 
have tried to acquire such material. 
Just yesterday there was a press report 
which I am submitting for the RECORD, 
which states that: "antiterrorist police 
seized weapons-grade uranium yester
day smuggled out of the former Soviet 
Union and apparently offered to Arab 
clients." The amount in question was a 
mere 55 grams of U-235. The United 
States continues to export 100 kilo
grams annually, 2,000 times as much; 
just imagine how the PLO, or Saddam 
Hussein, or Qadhafi would like to get 
their hands on that. 

The Department of Energy argues 
against further fuel development on 
the grounds that the operations of the 
remaining reactors have expressed re
luctance to convert, even if alternate 
fuels are developed. However, it is im
portant to recall that none of the reac
tor operators that already has con
verted was initially enthusiastic about 
doing so. The United States managed 
to convince these operators to convert 
after a suitable alternate fuel was de
veloped, and the same will be true of 
the remaining reactors. 

We also should keep in mind just how 
cost effective this program is, req uir
ing only $3 million for fuel develop
ment and $1.3 million for technical as
sistance annually. If the Strategic De
fense Initiative is worth $4 to $5 billion 
annually to defend against rogue nu
clear attacks, surely this program is 
worth 0.1 percent of that amount to 
prevent terrorists and rogue states 
from getting the bomb in the first 
place. 

In closing, Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to reiterate that this is a DOE defense 
program that belongs in this bill. While 
it is true that for 3 of its 14 years the 
program was authorized by the Foreign 
Affairs Committee in the ACDA budg
et, the committee terminated this au
thorization in the late 1980's on the 
grounds that it was an Energy Depart
ment program not in its jurisdiction. 

As stated in Foreign Affairs Committee 
report 100-193: 

The Committee therefore believes that the 
RERTR program should be funded through 
the Department of Energy and not the Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency. 

This year, DOE transferred manage
ment of the program from inter
national affairs-on the civilian side of 
the Department-to arms control and 
nonproliferation-within the defense 
programs side-in keeping with the 
program's national security mission. It 
is now known as AN-20 in the defense 
programs budget. Accordingly, the de
fense bill before us is the appropriate 
vehicle in which to authorize this im
portant program. I urge my colleagues 
to do so by voting "yes" on this 
amendment. 
PETTEN REACTOR AN ATTRACTIVE TARGET FOR 

TERRORIST ACTIVITIES 
PETTEN .-The experimental reactor in 

Petten remains a real problem child. Mr. 
Zijlstra of the Dutch Labor Party is now 
calling into doubt the standard procedure for 
issuing permits for the disposal of radio
active material. Even before the outbreak of 
the Gulf War he indicated the possibility 
that the leftover fissionable material could 
be used for military purposes. Environ
mental organizations such as Greenpeace 
have sharply criticized the management of 
the Petten installation. 

These concerns center on the life-threaten
ing fuel elements in the high-flux reactor. 
Pending further decisions on where to put it, 
the fissionable and radioactive material is 
provisionally stored at sites in Petten. Until 
recently, the reprocessing was done in the 
United States, but the installation there has 
been temporarily put out of service. In the 
meantime, the British installation at 
Dounreay has been mentioned for reprocess
ing Petten fissionable material. According to 
Greenpeace, this new plan will require trans
port through Rotterdam harbor, incurring 
huge, unavoidable risks. 

The Community Research Center of the EC 
owns the controversial Petten research reac
tor. It is managed by the Netherlands En
ergy Research Center, which uses it for sev
eral varieties of experiments. Other reactors 
ordinarily use natural fissionable materials 
or those enriched at a low level, but the 
Petten reactor operates with highly enriched 
fissionable materials, which in principal can 
also be used to manufacture nuclear weap
ons. With the use of a high-flux reactor, the 
enrichment level indeed does go down from 
90 percent to around 70 percent, but even 
then the fissionable material is still useful 
for military purposes. 

What is needed is only the removal of the 
fissionable products and further enrichment 
of the uranium. For the present the Petten 
reactor is at a loss for what to do about this 
nuclear issue. Work and research continue as 
usual and the storage basins get fuller and 
fuller, but according to the Netherlands En
ergy Research Center, there is no danger to 
public health whatsoever. The storage re
portedly is completely safe. In this Gulf War 
period, the remaining fissionable material at 
Petten is an attractive target for assaults 
and attacks. A spokeswoman in the Ministry 
of Economic Affairs, which is reasonable for 
the safety of nuclear centers in the Nether
lands, stated yesterday in reply to a question 
that vigilance had been increased. 

In 1988, a group of Marines carried out a 
"terrorist raid" to test the surveillance at 

the Petten reactor. In seven minutes the 
raiders were in the vault where the fission
able material was kept. 

Translated for CRS by Harvey Fergusson 
IT. 

[From the Baltimore Sun, June 4, 1992] 
SMUGGLED URANIUM SEIZED IN AUSTRIA 

VIENNA, Austria.-Anti-terrorist police 
seized weapons-grade uranium yesterday 
smuggled out of the former Soviet Union and 
apparently offered to Arab clients, the Aus
trian news agency AP A said. 

It said that police arrested an Austrian, 
two Czechoslovaks and four Hungarians, and 
that the seizure was made in a parking lot in 
Vienna. The uranium, in a package weighing 
2.6 pounds, was found in a sui tease. Police 
said it contained 261 pellets of so-called U02 
comprising nearly 5 percent uranium 235 and 
55 grams of pure uranium 235. 

The radioactive material apparently came 
from fuel rods taken from a Soviet-designed 
nuclear reactor. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. MAVROULES]. 

Mr. MAVROULES. Mr. Speaker, I 
was quite disturbed when I learned 
that the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. HOP
KINS] had not been made in order under 
the rule. After all, the gentleman from 
Kentucky [Mr. HOPKINS] is the ranking 
member on the Investigation Sub
committee which I have the privilege 
to chair. 

That amendment, now enshrined in 
the motion to recommit, was jointly 
crafted by the gentleman from Ken
tucky [Mr. HOPKINS] and myself and 
certainly had my full support. 

Frankly, I think it is the very least 
that we can do, and I ask the entire 
House to support the motion to recom
mit with the language. The language 
reflects what we learned in our hearing 
last month, and we did have a hearing 
on this issue. At that time it became 
clear that the process for reviewing 
proposed purchases of U.S. defense 
firms by foreign businesses is defective. 
That is the bottom line, and let me 
make one further comment. 

This will in no way detract from the 
negotiations that are presently going 
on, and I think the gentleman from 
Kentucky [Mr. HOPKINS] and I agreed 
to that. 

It is not going to hold back any sale, 
but it will give that security measure 
that we all desire as a House, and I cer
tainly support the motion with the lan
guage to recommit. 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Speaker, let me com
mend the gentleman from Kentucky 
[Mr. HOPKINS], the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. SCHUMER], and the gen
tleman from Alabama [Mr. DICKINSON] 
for working this thing out. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge an "aye" vote on 
the motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the previous question is or
dered on the motion to recommit. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion to recommit. 
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The motion to recommit was agreed 

to. 
Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to 

the instructions of the House, I report 
· the bill, H.R. 5006, back to the House 
with an amendment. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment: At the end of title X (page 

202, after line 23), insert the following new 
sections: 
SEC.' IMPROVED NATIONAL DEFENSE CON· 

TROL OF TECHNOLOGY DIVERSIONS 
OVERSEAS. 

(a) LIMITATION.-In the case of any pro
posed or pending merger, acquisition, or 
takeover of a business firm with foreign per
sons for which an investigation is under
taken pursuant to section 721(a) of the De
fense Production Act of 1950 (50 U.S.C. App. 
2158), the President shall take action to pro
hibit the merger, acquisition, or takeover 
from taking place unless before the end of 
the investigation undertaken pursuant to 
such sectin 721(a) the Secretary of Defense 
certifies to Congress that the proposed or 
pending merger, acquisition, or takeover-

(1) will not pose a significant risk of diver
sion of sensitive defense technology from the 
United States to a foreign firm or govern
ment; and 

(2) will not otherwise result in harm to the 
national security interests of the United 
States. 

(b) CONSULTATION.-Before determining 
whether or not to make a certification under 
subsection (a), the Secretary of Defense shall 
consult with-

(1) the Under Secretary of Defense for Pol
icy; 

(2) the Under Secretary of Defense for Ac
quisition; 

(3) the Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
Command, Control, Communications, and In
telligence; and 

(4) the Director of the Defense Intelligence 
Agency; 

(5) any other official of the Department of 
Defense that the Secretary determines to be 
appropriate. 

(C) EFFECTIVE DATE.- Subsection (a) shall 
apply to any proposed or pending merger, ac
quisition, or takeover with respect to which 
an investigation undertaken pursuant to sec
tion 721 of the Defense Production Act of 1950 
is being carried out as of the date of the en
actment of this Act or thereafter. 
SEC. . REDUCED ENRICHMENT RESEARCH TEST 

REACTOR. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary of Energy 

shall conduct a program of development of 
high-density low enriched uranium fuels for 
use in domestic and foreign research reactors 
that currently use highly enriched uranium 
fuel and are unable to convert to low en
riched uranium fuel. 

(b) FUNDING.-There is authorized to be ap
propriated to the Department of Energy for 
fiscal year 1993, $3,000,000 for fuel develop
ment and $1,300,000 for technical assistance 
for the purposes of subsection (a). 

Mr. ASPIN (during the reading). Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the amendment be considered as read 
and printed in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

0 1330 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

HOYER). The question is on the engross
ment and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on passage of the bill. 

The question was taken, and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. ASPIN. Mr. Speaker, I demand a 
recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 198, noes 168, 
not voting 68, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Annunzlo 
As pin 
Bacchus 
Ballenger 
Barnard 
Bateman 
Bennett 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Browder 
Bryant 
Callahan 
Cardin 
Carper 
Carr 
Chapman 
Clement 
Coble 
Coleman (MO) 
Coleman (TX) 
Collins (MI) 
Combest 
Condit 
Costello 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Darden 
Davis 
De Lauro 
Derrick 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dooley 
Dorgan (ND) 
Downey 
Eckart 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
Erdrelch 
Espy 
Evans 
Ewing 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (Ml) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 

[Roll No. 172] 

AYES-198 

Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Grandy 
Guarini 
Gunderson 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamilton 
Harris 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Huckaby 
Hutto 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Jones (NC) 
Jontz 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Klldee 
Kleczka 
Kolbe 
Kopetski 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Levin (MI) 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey (NY) 
Machtley 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
McCloskey 
McCurdy 
McHugh 
McMillan (NC) 
McMillen (MD) 
McNulty 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Mrazek 
Murtha 
Natcher 
Neal (NO) 

Nowak 
Oakar 
Obey 
Ortiz 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Parker 
Pastor 
Payne (VA) 
Penny 
Perkins 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Poshard 
Price 
Quillen 
Ravenel 
Ray 
Reed 
Richardson 
Riggs 
Ritter 
Roemer 
Rose 
Rowland 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Sharp 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 
Snowe 
Solarz 
Spratt 
Staggers 
Stalllngs 
Stenholm 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tanner 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NO) 
Thomas (GA) 
Thornton 
Torres 
Torrlcelli 
Traficant 
Valentine 

Visclosky 
Weldon 

Allard 
Allen 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Atkins 
AuCoin 
Baker 
Barrett 
Barton 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Blackwell 
Bliley 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Boxer 
Bruce 
Bunning 
Burton 
Camp 
Clay 
Conyers 
Coughlin 
Cox (CA) 
Crane 
Cunningham 
DeFazio 
DeLay 
Dellums 
Doolittle 
Dornan (CA) 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Durbin 
Early 
Edwards (OA) 
Edwards (OK) 
Emerson 
English 
Fa well 
Ford (TN) 
Franks (CT) 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Goss 
Gradison 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 

Whitten 
Wilson 

NOES-168 
Hayes (IL) 
Hefley 
Henry 
Hobson 
Hopkins 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inhofe 
James 
Johnson (TX) 
Klug 
Kostmayer 
Kyl 
LaFalce 
Lagomarsino 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Lowery (CA) 
Marlenee 
Martin 
McCandless 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McDade 
McDermott 
McEwen 
McGrath 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Michel 
Miller (OH) 
Mineta 
Mollohan 
Moody 
Moorhead 
Murphy 
Myers 
Nagle 
Neal (MA) 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Olver 
Orton 
Owens (NY) 
Owens (UT) 
Packard 
Paxon 
Payne (NJ) 
Pease 
Petri 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 

Wise 
Yatron 

Regula 
Rhodes 
Ridge 
Rinaldo 
Roberts 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roukema 
Roybal 
Santo rum 
Savage 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schul:r.e 
Sen sen brenner 
Serrano 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shuster 
Sikorski 
Skeen 
Smith (FL) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith(OR) 
Smith(TX) 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stokes 
Studds 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Tauzin 
Thomas (WY) 
Towns 
Upton 
Vento 
Volkmer 
Walker 
Walsh 
Washington 
Waters 
Waxman 
Weber 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Wolf 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yates 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

NOT VOTING--B8 

Ackerman 
Alexander 
Anthony 
Beilenson 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Campbell (CA) 
Campbell (CO) 
Chandler 
Clinger 
Collins (IL) 
Cooper 
Dannemeyer 
de Ia Garza 
Dingell 
Dwyer 
Dymally 
Feighan 
Fields 
Gaydos 

Green 
Hammerschmidt 
Hatcher 
Hayes (LA) 
Hefner 
Herger 
Hertel 
Holloway 
Horton 
Hubbard 
Ireland 
Johnston 
Jones (GA) 
Kolter 
Laughlin 
Lehman (CA) 
Lehman (FL) 
Lent 
Levine (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Livingston 
Luken 
Miller (CA) 

0 1356 

Miller (WA) 
Mink 
Morella 
Morrison 
Nichols 
Olin 
Patterson 
Pelosi 
Porter 
Pursell 
Roe 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Russo 
Scheuer 
Thomas (CAl 
Traxler 
Unsoeld 
Vander Jagt 
Vucanovich 
Williams 
Wolpe 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Johnston of Florida for, with Mrs. 

Unsoeld against. 
Mr. Ackerman for, with Ms. Pelosi against. 
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Mr. Dingell for, with Mrs. Collins of Illi

nois against. 
Mr. Porter for, with Mr. Thomas of Califor

nia against. 
Mr. Holloway for, with Mr. Herger against. 
Mr. Bustamante for, with Mr. Green of 

New York against. 
Mr. RITTER and Mr. KENNEDY 

changed their vote from "no" to "aye." 
So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The title of the bill was amended so 

as to read: "A bill to authorize appro
priations for fiscal year 1993 for mili
tary activities of the Department of 
Defense, for military construction, and 
for defense activities of the Depart
ment of Energy, to prescribe personnel 
strengths for such fiscal year for the 
Armed Forces, and for other pur
poses.''. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that all Mem
bers may have 5legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re
marks and include therein extraneous 
material on the bill just considered, 
H.R. 5006. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HOYER). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Mis
sissippi? 

There was no objection. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I missed two re

corded votes as a result of my duties as an of
ficial House delegate to the United Nations 
Conference on Environment and DeveiOJF" 
ment. Had I been present in the House Cham
ber, I would have cast the following votes: 
Rollcall No. 170, the Andrews (ME) amend
ment to limit the procurement of B-2 to 15 
planes, "aye" and Rollcall No. 171, recommit
tal of the bill with instructions "aye". 

I also paired for the following votes: Rollcall 
No. 168, DelllJms amendment limiting spend
ing on SOl to $1.2 billion for research, paired 
"no"; Rollcall No. 169, Durbin amendment to 
limit spending on SDI to $3.3 billion, paired 
"aye"; and, Rollcall No. 172, final passage of 
H.R. 5006, paired "aye". 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. CLINGER. Mr Speaker, I was unavoid

ably absent for the portion of the Defense bill 
considered today. Had I been present, I would 
have voted in the following manner on the fis
cal 1993 Department of Defense authorization 
bill. I would have voted "no" on rollcall vote 
No. 168, "no" on rollcall vote No. 169, "no" on 
rollcall No. 170, "no" on rollcall vote No. 171, 
and "no" on rollcall vote No. 172. 

votes during consideration of H.R. 5006, the 
National Defense Authorization Act for fiscal 
year 1993. I was attending my son's high 
school graduation services. Had I been 
present, I would have voted "nay" on rollcall 
Nos. 168 and 169, and "aye" on rollcall Nos. 
170, 171, and 172. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. Speaker, because of 

my attendance at the United Nations Con
ference on the Environment and Development, 
I missed rollcall votes 168 to 172. Had I been 
present during consideration of amendments 
to the Defense bill, H.R. 5006, and final pas
sage of that bill, I would have voted as fol
lows: 

"No" on rollcall No. 168, the Dellums-Boxer 
amendment on SDI. 

"Yes" on rollcall No. 169, the Durbin 
amendment on SDI. 

"Yes" on rollcall No. 170, the Andrews 
amendment limiting production of the B-2. 

"Yes" on rollcall No. 171, the Frank amend
ment, which I also supported in the Committee 
of the Whole. 

"No" on rollcall No. 172, final passage of 
H.R. 5006, the National Defense Authorization 
Act for fiscal year 1993, because it provides 
unnecessary funding of B-2 and Stealth and 
because the authorization is too large, given 
current budgetary constraints and changes in 
U.S. national security posture since last year's 
authorization. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. FIELDS. Mr. Speaker, due to official 

business in my district, I was unable to vote 
on the Dellums, Durbin, Andrews, Frank 
amendments and final passage of H.R. 5006. 
Had I be,en here, I would have voted against 
the Dellums amendment, No. 168; the Durbin 
amendment, No. 169; the Andrews amend
ment, No. 170; and the Frank amendment, 
No. 171. Finally, I would have voted against 
final passage of the bill H.R. 5006, No. 172. 

AUTHORIZING THE CLERK TO 
MAKE CORRECTIONS IN EN
GROSSMENT OF H.R. 5006, NA
TIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1993 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that in the en
grossment of the bill, H.R. 5006, as 
amended, the Clerk be authorized to 
make such clerical and technical cor
rections, including corrections in the 
table of contents, title and section 
numbers and cross references, as may 
be necessary. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
A message in writing from the Presi

dent of the United States was commu
Mrs. PATTERSON. Mr. Speaker, I regret nicated to the House by Mr. Sanders, 

that I was not present for the following rollcall one of his secretaries. 

PRESERVING PROPER ACCOUNT
ABILITY OF FUNDS ATTENDANT 
TO CONSTRUCTION OF WORLD 
WAR II MEMORIALS 
Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to engage in a col
loquy with the distinguished gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. BENNETI'] and 
the distinguished gentleman from Mis
sissippi [Mr. MONTGOMERY], the chair
man of the Committee on Veterans Af
fairs and a member of the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
woman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, when the 

gentleman from Florida [Mr. BENNETI'] 
offered his discretionary language on 
commemorating World War II in H.R. 
5006, I assume it was the intention of 
the gentleman to preserve public and 
proper accountability of funds attend
ant to the construction of any World 
War II memorial. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentlewoman will yield, that is correct. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I assume 
also it was the intention of the gen
tleman to preserve prerogatives of 
other House committees, such as the 
Committee on House Administration, 
the Committee on Banking, Finance 
and Urban Affairs, the Subcommittee 
on Consumer Affairs and Coinage, and 
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs, all 
of which are currently considering re
lated legislation, H.R. 1624, to con
struct a World War II memorial, and 
H.R. 1623, the World War II Commemo
rative Coin bill. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, that 
certainly was my objective. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I ask the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. BENNETI'], 
who is a decorated and distinguished 
World War II veteran himself, if he 
would be willing to work with me and 
other members of the respective com
mittees and their chairmen in con
ference on these important provisions? 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentlewoman will yield, I certainly 
would. I must congratulate the gentle
woman from Ohio [Ms. KAPTUR] on the 
leadership she has given on this. The 
gentlewoman can certainly count on 
my cooperation. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. BEN
NETI'] for his strong interest and sup
port. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Mississippi [Mr. MONTGOMERY]. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I 
a,.lso join with the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. BENNETI'] in commending 
the gentlewoman from Ohio [Ms. KAP
TUR] for the work she has done. I know 
several years ago she took a delegation 
from this House to Europe, to Nor
mandy, to work on a battle monument 
that might be built there in honor of 
the World War II veterans, those alive 
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and those who have given their lives, 
and also back here in the United 
States. 

Mr. Speaker, the gentlewoman is 
worried, like I am, that the funds that 
are taken in either by the coins that 
will be minted and sold and also by pri
vate funds, that they be handled in the 
proper manner, and that we account 
for those funds. 

Mr. Speaker, we have had problems 
in the past on other memorials, that 
sometimes we could not have account
ability of all of the funds tllat partici
pated in building that memorial. 

So I certainly join in congratulating 
the gentlewoman from Ohio [Ms. KAP
TUR], and say that the Committee on 
Veterans' Affairs has reported out this 
legislation that she has sponsored. 

D 1400 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the chairman of the Committee on Vet
erans Affairs and distinguished mem
ber of the Committee on Armed Serv
ices for his leadership and support all 
the way through. We look forward to 
the memorial. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I have a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HOYER). The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, could the 
Chair inform me what procedure of the 
House under the rules we just operated 
under? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 1-
minute rule. 

Mr. WALKER. No one ever requested 
a 1-minute. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tlewoman requested unanimous con
sent to proceed for a colloquy, and the 
Chair recognized her for 1 minute. 

Mr. WALKER. I thank the Chair. 

REPORT ON HOUSE CONCURRENT 
RESOLUTION 192, CREATING A 
TEMPORARY AD HOC JOINT COM
MITTEE ON THE ORGANIZATION 
OF CONGRESS TO STUDY AND 
RECOMMEND REFORMS IN THE 
OPERATIONS OF CONGRESS 

Mr. DERRICK, from the Committee 
on Rules, submitted a privilege report 
CRept. No. 102-550) on the concurrent 
resolution (H. Con. Res. 192) creating 
an ad hoc Joint Committee on the Or
ganization of Congress to study and 
recommend reforms in the operation of 
Congress, which was referred to the 
House Calendar and ordered to be 
printed. 

MODIFICATION OF HOUSE RESOLU
TION 475, PROVIDING FOR CON
SIDERATION OF H.R. 5260, EMER
GENCY UNEMPLOYMENT COM
PENSATION PROGRAM EXTEN
SION 
Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the period of 
general debate provided for in House 
Resolution 475, if adopted, be expanded 
to 90 minutes, with 60 minutes to be 
equally divided and controlled by the 
chairman and ranking minority mem
ber of the Committee on Ways and 
Means, and with 30 minutes to be 
equally divided and controlled by the 
chairman and ranking minority mem
ber of the Committee on Government 
Operations. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from South Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
(Mr. MICHEL asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I have 
asked unanimous consent to proceed 
for 1 minute that I might inquire of the 
distinguished majority leader the pro
gram for next week. 

I yield to the gentleman from Mis
souri [Mr. GEPHARDT]. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Obviously, business is finished for 
today. On Monday the House will not 
be in session, on June 8. 

On Tuesday, June 9, the House will 
meet at noon to consider suspensions. I 
would assume that votes might begin 
by 2 or 3 in the afternoon on Tuesday. 

There will be eight bills on suspen
sion: 

First, H.R. 4342, the veterans employ
ment and GI bill amendments; H.R. 
4368, national cemetery system and VA 
home loan amendments; third, H.R. 
5333, the Balanced Budget Act of 1992; 
H.R. 3614, National ·Land Remote-Sens
ing Policy Act; fifth, House Joint Reso
lution 320, memorial to African-Ameri
cans who died as Union soldiers during 
the Civil War; H.R. 5058, American 
Folklife Center authorization for fiscal 
year 1993 to 1997; House Concurrent 
Resolution 232, calling for acceptance 
by certain republics of Helsinki Act of 
Commitments; House Resolution 461, 
sense of Congress concerning the Chi
nese Government's harassment of for~ 
eign journalists; H.R. 5260, the Unem
ployment Compensation Amendments 
of 1992, that will be under a closed rule, 
11/2 hours of debate. 

On Wednesday, June 10, and the bal
ance of the week, the House will meet 
at 10. We will take up House Resolution 
450, the rule providing for consider
ation of House Joint Resolution 290, 
proposing an amendment to the Con
stitution to provide for a balanced 

budget; House Joint Resolution 290, 
proposing an amendment to the Con
stitution to provide for a balanced 
budget, subject to House Resolution 
450, 9 hours of general debate. 

Originally listed on the tentative 
schedule was House Concurrent Resolu
tion 192, creating a temporary ad hoc 
Joint Committee on the Organization 
of Congress to study and recommend 
reforms in the operations of eongress. 
The decision has been made to not have 
that on Friday. That will not be on the 
schedule for next week. 

However, I would say that there are 
bills that possibly may need to be 
taken up on Friday. We do not know 
yet specifically whether or not there 
will be a need for Friday business. 
There could be an emergency supple
mental awaiting Senate and House ac
tion. 

There is a jobs through exports bill 
and a conference report on the 
ADAMHA legislation. 

We will, as soon as possible next 
week that we know about the schedule, 
possible schedule for Friday, try to let 
Members know that. 

Mr. MICHEL. Since the gentleman 
mentioned the supplemental appropria
tion, it is my understanding that it is 
really getting loaded down, bogged 
down or whatever. There is no question 
but that if it does not take on a dif
ferent character that we are going to 
be faced with a veto. 

I would surely encourage the major
ity to use whatever influence they have 
with the parties responsible here · to 
bring that thing more in line with 
what will meet with approval by the 
White House. 

Otherwise we are just going through 
a charade here. They are already, from 
what I understand, outside the limits 
of both Houses. That is just not going 
to wash. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER]. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

I am interested in H.R. 5333, the Bal
anced Budget Act of 1992. I am not 
aware that such a bill has ever been to 
any committee and yet it is put on the 
suspension calendar, which means that 
it is limited in debate. 

To my knowledge, before today, no 
language existed for the bill. 

Therefore, as Members go home, it is 
going to be difficult for them to know 
in that case anything about the bill. I 
am just wondering whether or not this 
is an appropriate way to deal with a 
suspension calendar, to put a bill that 
has never been before any committee 
on suspension calendar where debate is 
automatically limited. 

Mr. MICHEL. The gentleman men
tioned a number. 

Mr. WALKER. It is on the sheet I had 
earlier as a blank, and now all of a sud
den it has become H.R. 5333, as I under
stand it, which means that it probably 
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got dropped sometime today. But ear
lier today there was no language for 
the bill. 

I am just wondering how we are 
going to go through the appropriate 
committee action that should precede 
bringing such a piece of legislation to 
the floor. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will continue to yield, the 
bill has been introduced this afternoon. 
It obviously has the test of two-thirds, 
as the gentleman knows, under a sus
pension calendar. 

As far as what exactly is in it, as the 
gentleman knows, next week we will be 
taking up the balanced budget con
stitutional amendments that can be 
changed up to an hour before they are 
actually considered. 

Obviously, we have had consideration 
of these matters. There have been ex
tensive hearings in the Committee on 
the Budget and extensive comment 
made on all manner of balanced budget 
proposals. 

We will be voting through the week 
on this as a statute and many other ve
hicles as constitutional amendments. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will continue to yield, the 
fact is that the balanced budget lan
guage that we will get to has been lan
guage that has been around for a long 
time. In fact, it has been around so 
long that it had to be discharged from 
the committee by a discharge petition 
at the desk because it had hung around 
so long that it was literally dying in 
committee. 

In this particular case, however, the 
language was obviously written within 
the last few hours, was dropped in, and 
it has not been before any committee. 

There has been no chance to consider 
what the implications of the language 
might be at all. 

Most Members have no familiarity 
with the language and yet it ends up in 
a process where there can be no amend
ments, where it has never been before a 
committee where it could be amended, 
where there has been no debate. 

Debate is going to be limited to a 
total of 40 minutes, as a result of being 
put on the Suspension Calendar. This is 
a process that has run amok, and the 
suspicion at least is that this is simply 
a bill that has been put on the suspen
sion calendar to provide cover for 
Members who do not want to otherwise 
vote for a balanced budget amendment 
to the Constitution but think they 
have to go home and politically have 
something to explain. 

I think that is a terrible process, and 
it does the House no particular favor to 
proceed in that kind of manner. 

I wonder if in fairness maybe we 
could at least assign the minority the 
ability once a week to put one such bill 
on the calendar, too. Why not allow us 
to have our Economic Growth Act 
where we simply stick an H.R. on and 
put the Economic Growth Act and 

allow the minority leader of the House, 
the Republican leader, to offer such a 
bill. It would not have been before any 
committee either, but that is no dif
ferent from the balanced budget stat
ute that the gentleman is going to 
offer. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. As I understand it, 
next week we have a rule that will be 
on the floor that will allow a number of 
approaches to a constitutional bal
anced budget amendment, two of which 
will be sponsored by Members of the 
Republican side. 

Mr. MICHEL. If I might make an ob
servation here, it does suggest there is 
a pattern here. I recall the constitu
tional amendment on desecration of 
the flag. And just prior to our consider
ation of that constitutional amend
ment, there was a similar kind of ploy 
used for a statute to do what sup
posedly we were prepared to do by way 
of a constitutional amendment. 

0 1410 
Admittedly, it gave Members an op

portunity to vote for the statute, and I 
think it then resulted in our being 
roughly three or four votes short of 
getting the required number for a con
stitutional amendment. However, the 
pattern is there, which certainly sug
gests it is another effort on the part of 
the leadership on the other side to 
scuttle a balanced budget amendment. 

However, in answer to the gen
tleman, and not that I should really 
answer, but maybe just comment on 
his question that he validly raises, 
whether or not the minority might 
very well be entitled to also bring up, 
particularly when we have attempted, 
as we have, and been denied before the 
Committee on Rules, an opportunity to 
offer just such a package when we con
sider unemployment compensation at a 
time when we think job creation is 
more important, quite frankly, than 
simply extended benefits for the unem
ployed. That is a problem, but I think 
maybe we have our priorities all turned 
around here. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MICHEL. I yield to my friend, 
the gentleman from Georgia. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, let me 
note that with respect to the distin
guished majority leader, first of all, 
the reason there would be two Repub
lican constitutional amendments next 
week is because a discharge petition 
was signed by Members of the House, 
despite the Democratic leadership, not 
because of it. 

Second, I would note on a day when 
7.5 percent unemployment was an
nounced that those of us who last year 
on two occasions tried to offer an eco
nomic growth act to unemployment ex
tension, and warned then that we 
would be right back here, we went to 
the Committee on Rules this week and 
we asked for the $4,000 home buyer's 

tax credit. We asked for passive loss for 
real estate, which has 338 Members on 
both sides of the aisle cosponsoring it, 
338 cosponsors. We asked for the repeal 
of the boat tax, which would help the 
boat industry create jobs across the 
country in places where people work in 
that industry. We asked for some ex
tenders that are desperately needed, 
and are tax extenders. 

We could not even get the Demo
cratic leadership to allow us to have an 
up-or-down vote. We are going to have 
a vote, a procedural fight on the pre
vious question involving a Republican 
substitute that has 338 Members of 
both sides on one of its most important 
provisions. 

Second, I am told a little while ago 
that despite the House having voted 372 
to 26 to instruct conferees on the sup
plemental to accept the Senate lan
guage calling for enterprise zone legis
lation, that that language has been 
struck. If the House can vote 376 to 26 
to instruct the Democratic leadership 
and the opposite occurs, what is the 
point of coming to the floor? 

Finally, I understand we still have no 
schedule at all on getting passage on 
the enterprise zone bill, which Peter 
Ueberroth told us would create jobs, 
and in 48 hours private businesses 
began in the poorest part of America's 
cities to create jobs. I would just say to 
the leadership surely they could allow 
us to bring up our unemployment bill 
under suspension, or surely they could 
allow us to go back to the Committee 
on Rules and have a fair rule giving 
both sides a fair chance. 

If they can bring to the floor not 
even a stalking horse, it is a stalking 
pony, this is too tiny to be a horse; if 
they can bring on the floor a bill which 
on their whip notice did not even have 
a number, and they can bring it to the 
floor, surely they could allow the Re
publican leadership on behalf of the 
President to get an up-or-down vote on 
creating jobs next week when we bring 
up unemployment. 

I would ask them to seriously recon
sider going back to the Committee on 
Rules on Monday and producing a rule 
that would allow us to have a fair, de
cent, open opportunity on a passive 
loss bill that has 338 cosponsors. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MICHEL. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I am de
lighted to respond to the distinguished 
minority leader. 

Mr. Speaker, I would be inclined to 
take seriously the comments made by 
the distinguished chief deputy whip. 
Mr. WALKER, with regard to the bal
anced budget amendment, and the dis
tinguished minority whip, Mr. GING
RICH, with respect to the unemploy
ment compensation bill, if in fact the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKER] and the gentleman from Geor-
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gia [Mr. GINGRICH] and their colleagues 
on the debate on the balanced budget 
amendment next week will tell us what 
will be in their pledge. 

We have laid out what our amend
ment will be. The gentleman from Mis
souri [Mr. GEPHARDT], the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY], and myself 
have an amendment. Everyone knows 
what it is. We have yet to hear what 
the amendment from the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM] will do, 
what it will affect, and for the gen
tleman to come to the well and suggest 
that the bill to be offered by the gen
tlewoman from Connecticut [Mrs. KEN
NELLY] is sprung on them, the bill by 
the gentlewoman has been introduced, 
the Members can read it, and it is 
there. 

On the other hand, I would say to the 
gentlemen that they have a phantom 
piece of legislation that will be 
brought up at the last minute on 
Thursday, so I think it is disingenuous 
to suggest that we are springing some
thing on them on Tuesday on suspen
sions, and I would say to the gentlemen 
that they have under the rule three op
portunities on this balanced budget 
amendment process: They have the op
portunity of the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. FISH]; they have the oppor
tunity with their colleagues, the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. BARTON]; and 
they have the opportunity to recom
mit, while we get one shot at it. 

To suggest there is some unfairness 
here just stretches credulity. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, the last 
time I looked at the official designa
tion of the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
STENHOLM], he was a recognized Demo
crat for as long as he has been elected 
to this Congress. 
.--M!'_. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I am not 
talking about that. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I have the 
time. I cannot help it if they have the 
problem over there on their side that 
they cannot get together in a unified 
measure over there. That is their prob
lem, not ours. 

Mr. BONIOR. We will see how unified 
we are on Thursday. We will be unified 
on Thursday. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HOYER). The minority leader has the 
time. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, let me di
vert, if I might, just for a moment, be
cause there is another question to my 
distinguished friend, the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. GEPHARDT], the ma
jority leader. I appreciate putting off 
that measure with respect to Hamil
ton-Gradison. Would that be until the 
following week, for sure? 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. MICHEL. I yield to the majority 
leader. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, it is 
possible, I am told, that we could take 
it up on Wednesday or Thursday, al-

59--{)59 0-97 Vol. 138 (Pt. 10) 21 

though there probably will not be time 
for that. We will just not bring it up on 
Friday, because Mr. GRADISON has told 
me that it was impossible for him and 
others to be here that day. Since he 
has had such a role in constructing 
that legislation, we decided not to do it 
at that time. 

Mr. MICHEL. I appreciate that, be
cause I personally would like to be here 
on that day, and it is absolutely impos
sible for me Friday, so I appreciate 
that courtesy. I just was wanting a lit
tle more clarification. It definitely is 
off Friday? I do not see how we can do 
it either Wednesday or Thursday of 
this coming week, when we seem to be 
really strapped for time, under the 
rule, with all the hours of general de
bate and amendments on the balanced 
budget amendment. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MICHEL. Yes; I yield to the gen
tleman. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Let me respond to 
the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. GING
RICH], my friend, the minority whip. 
Let me say on the question of enter
prise zones, as the gentleman knows, 
this week I gave an assurance to the 
minority that we would have an enter
prise zone bill on the floor of the House 
before the Fourth of July. I have also 
made attempts to get a similar kind of 
assurance from both Republicans and 
Democratic Members on the other side 
of the building, in the other body. 

We do have an assurance on their 
side that they will have a similar bill 
in the Senate a week after we complete 
action here, when they come back from 
the Democratic Convention. The gen
tleman also knows that is when we are 
engaged in talks and negotiations to 
try to find common ground on that leg
islation. If we can find that in the next 
week, the next 2 weeks, we can go to 
the floor with such a bill in both 
Houses and complete it. 

I would just remind the gentleman, 
as I am sure he knows, that we are try
ing to find common ground on that im
portant piece of legislation, and we will 
continue to do that. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MICHEL. I yield to the gen
tleman from Georgia. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, I will 
just make one more point, and I do not 
want to be tenacious about this, but I 
would like to point out two things. 

One, I would say to the Democratic 
whip, the only reason there is a bal
anced budget rule on the floor next 
week is that Democrats and Repub
licans alike signed a discharge petition 
despite the scheduling decisions of 
their leadership, so to complain now 
because on a bipartisan basis Demo
crats and Republicans alike signed a 
discharge petition to create a rule, be
cause they would not, I think is a bit 
much. 

Second, my only concern about en
terprise zones is, first, that the longer 
we wait, the longer the summer goes 
on, the fewer the jobs we are creating 
in the private sector that are perma
nent and real. I am very eager to have 
us create private jobs that are real in 
the inner city as quickly as possible. 

Additionally, I would just at some 
point like an assurance that we can 
have a mutually agreeable rule on en
terprise zones, and we do not end up, as 
we are on unemployment, being given 
only the last version of what they 
would do, with no fair opportunity for 
the membership to look at something 
the President would sign. 

I would just hope as we work to
gether next week, and I look forward to 
working together with the distin
guished majority leader, that we could 
agree to some procedure by which a bill 
which could be signed by the President 
would come to the floor under enter
prise zone legislation. 

D 1420 
Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 

Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MICHEL. I yield to the gen

tleman from California. 
Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 

Speaker, I thank the distinguished mi
nority leader for yielding. I would like 
to follow on the comments by the dis
tinguished minority whip and say that 
as we looked at the unemployment rule 
it was a great tragedy, and very rea
sonable amendments which were 
brought up from both sides of the aisle 
were defeated on a party-line vote. And 
I am thinking specifically of the 
amendment that was offered by the 
gentlewoman from Connecticut who 
wanted to allow for withdrawals from 
individual retirement accounts, 
401(k)'s, to allow those who are on un
employment compensation to expand 
those dollars, and then when the gen
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. HUGHES] 
offered his amendment to try and bring 
about the repeal of the luxury tax, 
which many Members in this House 
want to see happen, that was defeated 
on a party-line vote. 

So it seems to me that we have an 
extraordinarily unfair rule in this case. 
I hope very much that we will be able 
to defeat it, and go back up and bring 
about the kind of balance which the 
membership in this House clearly 
wants. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. EDWARDS of Texas. Mr. Speak

er, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MICHEL. I yield to the gen

tleman from Texas. 
Mr. EDWARDS of Texas. Mr. Speak

er, I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
I was prepared to make a 1-minute 

statement in a few moments in favor of 
the balanced budget amendment as a 
Democrat who signed the discharge pe
tition. Having heard the previous con
versation, I am not· going to make that 
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statement, and I would like to suggest 
to both sides of the aisle, and particu
larly those who are genuinely for a bal
anced budget amendment, that the less 
we allow this to become a partisan 
issue in the final hours before the vote, 
the better chance we have of doing 
what some of us think is right for this 
country. And I think a somewhat par
tisan attack on the majority leadership 
is detrimental to our cause of fighting 
for a balanced budget amendment. And 
I can speak as one Member who signed 
the discharge petition in saying that at 
no time did the majority leadership 
deny us the right to come to the floor 
with this amendment this year. In fact, 
they gave us every indication through
out a number of conversations we 
would have that right. It was simply a 
strategic decision on the part of a num
ber of us on a bipartisan basis that the 
sooner we had the vote, the better we 
would have a chance of passing it into 
law and into the Constitution. 

So for whatever it is worth, to those 
of us who are fighting for a balanced 
budget amendment, I would suggest we 
keep this issue on a nonpartisan basis 
and focus on the content of the amend
ment, and move ahead with a debate 
based on the merits of the legislation. 

Mr. MICHEL. Well, let us not get 
confused with the minute you raise an 
argument in this place you are being 
politically partisan, for gosh sake. This 
House is supposed to be a forum for ar
guing between the two sides while we 
have two vigorous political parties, 
hopefully to do it in the con text of 
friendliness, and to the degree that we 
do not make them personal. But we 
cannot completely submerge dif
ferences of opinion that Members have, 
very legitimate ones, and you cannot 
then be castigated for being politically 
partisan. 

The gentleman from Pennsylvania 
raised a very legitimate question, and 
if the gentleman had found himself in 
the minority for a period of about 36 
years like this gentleman has, and put 
up with it not only week after week, 
but year after year, eventually then it 
does well out, and you say when do we 
get our little bitsy bite of the apple. 
And there is nothing wrong with that, 
a legitimate question to be asked, and 
nothing partisan in it other than hey, 
give us a fair shake, please. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Texas. Mr. Speak
er, will the gentleman yield briefly? 

Mr. MICHEL. Surely, I am happy to 
yield to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Texas. I have deep 
respect for the minority leader, and I 
want to say that I have watched him 
and respected him for 20 years, going 
back to when I was an aide here. I just 
simply want to say that the suggestion 
was made that the Democratic leader
ship has tried trickery in order to kill 
the balanced budget amendment. As 
one supporter of the balanced budget 
amendment, and as a Democrat who 

voted for the discharge petition, I 
would like to set the record straight. I 
do not think that is correct. I disagree 
with it, and I do respect the gentle
man's right to express his views. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, if there 
are no more questions, I yield back my 
extended 1 minute. 

ADJOURNMENT TO TUESDAY, 
JUNE 9, 1992 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today it adjourn to 
meet at noon on Tuesday, June 9, 1992. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HOYER). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR 
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON 
WEDNESDAY NEXT 
Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the business 
in order under the Calendar Wednesday 
rule be dispensed with on Wednesday 
next. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

EXPRESSION OF THANKS TO 
CURRENT CLASS OF PAGES 

(Mr. EMERSON asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, I take 
this time to note to the House that this 
is the last day of service for our cur
rent class of pages. They will be leav
ing at the close of business today and 
going back to the communities from 
whence they came, and we will have a 
new class of pages for the summer com
mencing on Monday. 

I want on behalf of the many Mem
bers who have spoken to me about 
their concern for an interest in the 
page program to express my apprecia
tion to the pages for the services that 
they have rendered throughout this 
past school year. 

Mr. Speaker, I had the privilege back 
in the 83d Congress and in the first ses
sion of the 84th Congress to be a page 
myself. I will say that that experience 
was probably the single most beneficial 
learning experience that I ever had. It 
was an absorptive experience. You 
learned things as a page that you can
not learn out of textbooks, and I hope 
that the pages who have served here in 
1991 and 1992 have found the experience 
to have been as meaningful as I did. I 
want to wish each of the pages well in 
their future academic and career en
deavors, and hope that their service 
here has been an inspiration. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. EMERSON. If I may, Mr. Speak
er, I yield to another former page, the 
gentleman from Arizona [Mr. KOLBE]. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman from Missouri for yielding. 
As he mentioned, like himself, my first 
beginnings or first stirrings in politics 
were here in the Congress of the United 
States, though over in the other body 
as a page for 3 years back in the 85th 
and 86th Congresses. 

I think sometimes we forget how 
much we rely on the pages around here 
and what a job they do for us. They are 
very much the oil that makes the place 
work. They are the ones that take care 
of the needs on a minute by minute and 
a daily basis, and they make things 
flow, messages flow, and items from 
one office to the other, and they assist 
us in our duties here on the floor. 

So I join with my colleagues in say
ing thank you to each and every one of 
the pages that we have, Republicans 
and Democrats, and my thanks to all 
of the Members who have sponsored 
them for taking the time and the car
ing to sponsor them and to make sure 
that we have young men and young 
women here who are not only good in 
doing the jobs, but will get something 
out of this over the long term. I know 
that from my own experience, obvi
ously the page experience was enor
mously important to me, for it gave me 
my first real interest in politics. And I 
know that from this crop of pages we 
will see some who will come back to 
join us here again, some perhaps on a 
staff basis, but some I know will be 
back here someday as a Member of this 
body, probably long after the gen
tleman from Missouri and I are gone. 

But I do want to say to each and 
every one of them that we wish them 
well, we thank them for the service 
that they have provided us, and we 
know that they will have a successful 
finish to their high school careers and 
on beyond that in college and through
out their lives. We hope they will come 
back and see us from time to time. We 
hope they will remember this experi
ence. I am sure they will. 

Again I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 

Mr. EMERSON. I thank the gen
tleman for his contribution. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EMERSON. I am delighted to 
yield to the gentleman from California. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank my friend for yield
ing, and I stand here having never 
served as a page, but very pleased to 
know that my friend from Arizona and 
my friend from Missouri were well 
trained, and in fact can carry messages 
and deliver things around for us. And I 
hope that my colleagues will recognize 
that in the future when they need to 
have things taken care of. 

I also want to say that I extend 
hearty congratulations and my appre-
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ciation to the pages. I said I was not a 
page, but when I was elected here 12 
years ago I was on more than one occa
sion mistaken for a page, and I did get 
some encouragement from the gen
tleman from Missouri [Mr. EMERSON], 
because of his expertise when he was a 
page. And he has an incredible story 
which I know he has shared with the 
pages, but he was here when several 
Members of this House were wounded 
on the floor, and I hope at some point 
that he will share that with the pages 
who have not heard it and with our col
leagues here in the House. 

So I join in extending hearty con
gratulations to those pages, and I look 
forward to their commencement this 
evening, and I wish them well in their 
future endeavors. 

I thank my friend for yielding. 

0 1430 
Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. EMERSON. I am delighted to 

yield to the gentleman from Maryland. 
Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 

my colleague, the gentleman from Mis
souri [Mr. EMERSON] for yielding to me. 
He has given such outstanding service 
on the Page Board over the years, and 
as a former page himself really knows 
very well of their experience. 

I want to rise on our side, this is a 
very bipartisan board, the Page Board, 
and it is a very bipartisan feeling that 
we have with respect to the pages. 

We are in an era, unfortunately, of 
great cynicism with respect to public 
institutions. 

The page system, yes, does assist us 
in carrying out the duties of our office, 
but as well each and every one of the 
pages who is here gets unique experi
ence for young people in this country, 
and that is they get a firsthand oppor
tunity to view the Congress and its in
dividual Members as they work, as 
they try to come to grips with the 
problems confronting this Nation. 

I believe, my experience has been and 
I believe that they will go away with a 
more positive attitude because of this 
experience. 

As President of the Maryland Senate 
from 1975 to 1979, I and the Speaker of 
the House had the opportunity to over
see a page program that we had in our 
State legislature. Invariably at the end 
of their tenure I would have the oppor
tunity of talking with the pages. In 
fact, they went away surprised that 
Members worked as hard as they 
worked, surprised that Members cared 
as much as they cared. Therefore, I be
lieve we send forth from this gradua
tion tonight, really, ambassadors in 
many respects to other young people 
with whom they will come in contact, 
having had a unique experience, having 
knowledge of their Government, having 
particular knowledge of this body that 
we call the People's House. It is an ex
traordinary program. 

They will be leaders in their commu
ni ties, in their schools, and in our Na
tion in the years and decades ahead. 
It is appropriate, therefore, that we 

rise, and I join the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. EMERSON] and my col
leagues in thanking them for the serv
ice that they have given in the pros
ecution of the people's business, but 
also to rise to wish them the very best 
as they go forth to lead in their com
munities and in this Nation at a time 
when the needs of our Nation for the 
enthusiasm and idealism of our youth 
is very high indeed. 

So congratulations to them and God
speed. 

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the distinguished chairman of the 
Democratic caucus for his eloquent and 
trenchant comments. 

Mr. Speaker, I am glad to yield to 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
GILMAN]. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I, too, want to com
mend the gentleman from Missouri for 
the outstanding manner in which he 
has conducted our page program over 
the years. It has come to me as a mat
ter of surprise to learn that the good 
gentleman from Missouri was a page 
himself at one time and so, too, to 
learn of some of the page activities by 
our other colleagues. 

I am pleased that seated along side of 
me, one of our senior staff members on 
our Post Office and Civil Service Com
mittee, George Omus, was also a page 
back in the 1950's, 1958 I believe, and a 
number of our staff people have been 
former pages; so I, too, want to join in 
congratulating and commending our 
young pages for the outstanding work 
they have done. We wish them well in 
their future endeavors. 

A number of pages who have been ap
pointed from my congressional district 
have gone on to greater things and I 
am sure that this class will be no dif
ferent. 

God bless all of them. 
Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 

the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
GILMAN]. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the Chair for its 
indulgence at this great length. 

In closing, I want to wish to each of 
our pages, these young men and women 
who are departing here today, all good 
things for their careers, for their suc
cess, for their happiness. God bless you 
each and every one, and Godspeed. 

BE KIND TO ANIMALS AND 
NATIONAL PET WEEK 

Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be 
discharged from further consideration 
of the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 429) 
designating May 3, 1992, through May 9, 
1992, as "Be Kind to Animals and Na-

tional Pet Week, " and ask for its im
mediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Ohio? 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I do not object, but 
simply would like to inform the House 
that the minority has no objection to 
the legislation now being considered. 

Mr. GUARINI. Mr. Speaker, this year, as I 
have in the past, I introduced legislation to 
designate a week in the year as "Be Kind to 
Animals and National Pet Week." 

As in the past, the support for this resolution 
has been overwhelming. This year, over 200 
of my colleagues signed on as cosponsors, 
demonstrating a strong commitment to pro
mote kinder treatment of animals and appre
ciation for those who work to help and protect 
them. 

Americans love animals and in passing this 
resolution to set aside the week of May 2-May 
8, 1993 as "Be Kind to Animals and National 
Pet Week," we will help reaffirm our country's 
strong commitment to promote proper care of 
our pets and guard against cruel and irrespon
sible treatment. 

We are also setting aside time to honor vet
erinary medical professionals, animal protec
tion organizations, state humane societies, 
local animal care agencies throughout our 
country, and the people who dedicate their 
lives to i_mproving the health and welfare of 
our pets. 

Animals help us in so many ways. For ex
ample, dogs help guide the visually impaired 
and others that need assistance. Many of our 
police departments have canine units and 
there are even dogs which are trained to help 
rescue avalanche victims. 

The very presence of animals can be good 
medicine. Studies have shown that regular 
contact with animals can have a positive ef
fect. Elderly people who own a pet visit their 
physicians less often and handle stress better. 
We have also learned that growing up with an 
animal at home enhances social skills and 
self-esteem in children. 

As Americans we must remind ourselves 
that living with animals involves a great deal of 
responsibility. Children especially, must be 
taught that we must be responsible as well as 
caring with the animals we live with. 

I want to thank the Committee on Post Of
fice and Civil Service, Subcommittee on Cen
sus and Population, its Chairman ToM SAW
YER, and the distinguished Members of Con
gress from both parties who have joined me in 
this effort to promote responsible treatment of 
animals and recognition for those who care 
and treat them. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I with
draw my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Ohio? 

There was on objection. 
The Clerk read the joint resolution, 

as follows: 
S.J. Res. 429 

Whereas 1992 marks the 77th anniversary of 
the American Humane Association's "Be 
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Kind to Animals Week" and the 12th anni
versary of "National Pet Week", sponsored 
by the American Veterinary Medical Asso
ciation, the Auxiliary to the American Vet
erinary Medical Association, and the Amer
ican Animal Hospital Association; 

Whereas animals and pets give companion
ship and pleasure in daily living, share the 
homes of over 50,000,000 individuals or fami
lies in the United States, and provide special 
benefits to elderly persons and children; 

Whereas the people of the United States 
have a firm commitment to promote respon
sible care of animals and pets and to guard 
against cruel and irresponsible treatment; 

Whereas teaching kindness and respect for 
all living creatures through education in 
schools and communities is essential to the 
basic values of a humane and civilized soci
ety; 

Whereas the people of the United States 
are grateful to the veterinary medical pro
fession for providing preventative and emer
gency medical care and assistance to ani
mals, spaying and neutering animals to com
bat overpopulation, and contributing to the 
education of animal owners; and 

Whereas the people of the United States 
are indebted to animal protection organiza
tions, State humane organizations, and local 
animal care and control agencies for promot
ing respect for animals and pets, educating 
children about humane attitudes, and caring 
for lost, unwanted, abused, and abandoned 
animals: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That May 3 through 9, 
1992, is designated as "Be Kind to Animals 
and National Pet Week". The President is 
authorized and requested to issue a procla
mation calling upon the people of the United 
States to observe the week with appropriate 
ceremonies and activities. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SAWYER 
Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Speaker, I offer an 

amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. SAWYER: Page 

3, line 3 is amended by striking "May 3 
through 9, 1992" and inserting "May 2, 1993, 
through May 8, 1993". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. SAW
YER]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The joint resolution was ordered to 

be engrossed and read a third time, was 
read the third time and passed. 

TITLE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SAWYER 
Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Speaker, I offer an 

amendment to the title. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Title amendment offered by Mr. SAWYER: 

Amend the title so as to read: "A joint reso
lution designating May 2, 1993, through May 
8, 1993, as 'Be Kind to Animals and National 
Pet Week' " . 

The title amendment was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

NATIONAL AWARENESS WEEK FOR 
LIFE-SAVING TECHNIQUES 

Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Speaker, I . .ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be 

discharged from further consideration 
of the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 442) to 
designate May 16, 1992, through May 22, 
1992, as "National Awareness Week for 
Life-Saving Techniques," and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Ohio? 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I yield to the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. YOUNG], the 
chief sponsor of House Joint Resolu
tion 442. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I want to thank my colleague from 
Ohio [Mr. SAWYER], the chairman of 
the subcommittee, and my colleague 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. RIDGE], the 
ranking minority member, for their 
prompt action and support of House 
Joint Resolution 442, legislation I have 
introduced to designate the week of 
July 5 through 11, as "National Aware
ness Week for Life-Saving Tech
niques." 

I would especially like to thank the 
American Red Cross and Carlos Rain
water, a member of its board of gov
ernors and a constituent from St. Pe
tersburg, FL, who brought this matter 
to my attention, as well as the Amer
ican Heart Assocation and the many 
other organizations which have sup
ported this resolution, for placing such 
a high priority on educating our col
leagues and the American people, 
about the importance of knowing these 
simple techniques that can save a life. 

Mr. Speaker, the figures are star
tling. The National Safety Council re
ports that more than 850,000 Americans 
of all ages die every year as the result 
of accidents and heart disease. Fright
eningly, many of these lost lives are of 
children. In fact, statistics show that 
accidents are the leading cause of 
death for children and youth from 1 to 
24 years of age, and drowning and chok
ing are a leading cause of death for 
children under the age of 5. In my 
State of Florida alone, drowning is the 
No. 1 cause of accidental death in chil
dren aged 4 and younger, and Florida is 
the leading State in the number of 
drowning deaths among children. 

Having someone at the scene of an 
accident who knows a life-saving tech
nique such as rescue breathing or 
cardia pulmonary resuscitation [CPR], 
and who can administer it effectively 
and immediately can help drasticly re
duce these tragic numbers. Most doc
tors believe that performing a life-sav
ing technique on the scene can do more 
to save a life than all subsequent medi
cal care-no matter how sophisticated. 

Mr. Speaker, in passing this resolu
tion, this body is acknowledging the 
threat of accidents and heart disease, 
particularly to our children, and is 
helping more Americans recognize and 
understand the contribution life-saving 

techniques make to reduce this threat. 
It is my hope that by calling attention 
to these techniques, we can improve 
public awareness about the wide range 
of opportunities available to learn 
them. 

Mr. Speaker, accidents and heart at
tacks occur without warning. Encour
aging the American people to make the 
small investment in time required to 
learn these basic skills could someday 
mean the difference between life and 
death. I thank my colleagues for join
ing me in support of this measure to 
raise public awareness about the im
portance of knowing these basic life
saving skills. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I with
draw my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the joint resolution, 

as follows: 
H.J. RES. 442 

Whereas the National Safety Council re
ported that about 850,000 Americans died in 
1990 as a result of accidents and heart dis
ease; 

Whereas accidents are the leading cause of 
death for children and youth ages 1 to 24 
years; 

Whereas drowning and choking are a lead
ing cause of accidental death in children 
under the age of 5 years. 

Whereas Rescue Breathing and 
Cardiopulmonary Resuscitation, commonly 
referred to as CPR, are life-saving tech
niques that significantly reduce the inci
dence of sudden death due to accidents and 
heart disease: 

Whereas it is critical that more Americans 
learn such basic life-saving techniques in 
order to reduce the number of death related 
to accidents and heart disease; 

Whereas the opportunity to learn basic 
life-saving techniques is available to all 
Americans through the American Red Cross, 
the American Heart Association, the YMCA, 
and other national organizations; and 

Whereas the death rate due to accidents 
and heart disease would be gTeatly reduced if 
more Americans received training in basic 
life-saving techniques: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That May 16, 1992, 
through May 22, 1992, is designated as "Na
tional Awareness Week for Life-Saving Tech
niques". The President is authorized and re
quested to issue a proclamation calling on 
the people of the United States to observe 
the week with appropriate ceremonies and 
activities designed to encourage training in 
life-saving techniques for Americans. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SAWYER 
Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Speaker, I offer an 

amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. SAWYER: Page 

2, line 3, strike "May 16, 1992, through May 
22, 1992," and insert "July 5, 1992, through 
July 11, 1992,". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment. offered 
by the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. SAW
YER]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
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The joint resolution was ordered to 

be engrossed and read a third time, was 
read the third time, and passed. 

TITLE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SAWYER 
Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Speaker, I offer an 

amendment to the title. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Title amendment offered by Mr. SAWYER: 

Amend the title so as to read: "Joint resolu
tion to designate July 5, 1992, through July 
11, 1992, as 'National Awareness Week for 
Life-Saving Techniques'.". 

The title amendment was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

NATIONAL SPINA BIFIDA 
AWARENESS MONTH 

Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be 
discharged from further consideration 
of the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 470) to 
designate the month of September, 
1992, as "National Spina Bifida Aware
ness Month," and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Ohio? 

Mr. GILMAN. Reserving the right to 
object, Mr. Speaker, I would like to ac
knowledge the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. BROOMFIELD] as the chief 
sponsor of House Joint Resolution 470, 
designating September 1992, as "Na
tional Spina Bifida Awareness Month." 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of House Joint Resolution 470, a joint 
resolution proclaiming the month of 
September 1992, as National Spina 
Bifida Awareness Month. I would like 
to commend · the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. BROOMFIELD] for intro
ducing this important measure. 

Spina bifida is the single most com
mon disabling birth defect. This hor
rible disease occurs in 1 out of every 
1,000 births. Spina bifida is a defect of 
the spinal column that results from the 
failure of the spine to close properly in 
the first weeks of pregnancy. 

People who are diagnosed as having 
spina bifida suffer from varying de
grees of paralysis, loss of sensation in 
the lower limbs, as well as suffering 
from hydrocephalus, a condition in
volving improper circulation and accu
mulation of fluid in the brain. 

Mr. Speaker, because of improve
ments in medical technology, more 
than 90 percent of all children born 
with spina bifida are expected to live a 
normal lifespan. Just 20 years ago, that 
same 90 percent died within a few years 
of birth. 

Currently, the Spina Bifida Associa
tion of America is working to raise 
public awareness of spina bifida and 
the much-improved treatment avail
able to affected children. 

Accordingly, I urge my colleagues to 
support House Joint Resolution 470. 

With the passage of this joint resolu
tion, we will be able to help educate 
the American people about this terrible 
affliction that strikes tens of thou
sands of children each year. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, on April 9, 
I introduced House Joint Resolution 470 to 
proclaim the month of September 1922 as Na
tional Spina Bifida Awareness Month. I am 
grateful to my colleagues on both sides of the 
aisle who have generously lent their support, 
and I would like to thank them for helping to 
bring this resolution to the floor. 

Surprisingly few people in this country know 
what spina bifida is. For that matter, few have 
even heard of spina bifida. I say surprisingly 
because it disables so many newborns. In fact 
it permanently disables more newborns than 
any birth defect in this Nation-more than 
cystic fibrosis, multiple sclerosis, muscular 
dystrophy, and polio combined. 

Spina bifida is a birth defect that affects the 
spinal column. It occurs when the spinal cord 
fails to close completely during prenatal devel
opment. In its more severe forms, spina bifida 
can result in the accumulation of fluid on the 
brain, complications of the bladder and bowel, 
and paralysis. 

I learned about spina bifida from personal 
experience. My granddaughter, Lindsay 
Shaffer, was born with Spina Bifida Occulta. It 
is the least severe form. Still, she had to un
dergo two very long and difficult operations to 
correct the damage. Thanks to some very pro
fessional and caring doctors and nurses, Lind
say is today as healthy and as active as any 
other 2112-year-old. 

Many other children born with spina bifida 
are not nearly as fortunate as Lindsay. These 
children will face physical challenges through
out their lives. 

Extensive therapy-both physical and psy
chological-is critical for these children and 
young adults. But with proper care, they can 
enjoy independent and fulfilling lives. 

More must be done for those who suffer 
from spina bifida. Efforts to find the cause, 
and a preventive treatment for spina bifida are 
already underway. 

The current research has been extremely 
encouraging, and I look forward to the day 
when spina bifida no longer threatens our chil
dren. This resolution should help focus more 
attention on these important efforts. 

Additionally, I have to extend both my deep 
respect and appreciation to two physicians at 
the Children's National Medical Center: Dr. 
Catherine Shaer, the medical director of the 
Spina Bifida Program and Dr. Dennis Johnson 
the acting chair of neurosurgery. They have 
done some pioneering work with those af
fected by spina bifida, and in so doing have 
brought much happiness into the lives of many 
young children and their parents. 

Once again, I'd like to thank the many col
leagues who have cosponsored House Joint 
Resolution 470-particularly, BEN GILMAN and 
FRED UPTON, who have helped lead the effort 
to attract broad, bipartisan support for this im
portant legislation. 

0 1440 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva
tion of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BRUCE). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the joint resolution 

as follows: 
H .J. RES. 470 

Whereas spina bifida is the most frequently 
occurring and permanently disabling· birth 
defect of newborns, occurring in one of every 
one thousand live births in the United 
States; 

Whereas between 1980 and 1989, 18,000 chil
dren were born with spina bifida in the Unit
ed States and of that number 13,500 have sur
vived; 

Whereas spina bifida occurs more often 
than Cystic Fibrosis, Multiple Sclerosis, 
Muscular Dystrophy, and polio combined; 

Whereas spina bifida is a birth defect in 
the spinal column resulting when the spinal 
cord fails to close completely during pre
natal development; 

Whereas spina bifida may result in varying 
degrees of paralysis, loss of sensation in the 
lower limbs, and bladder and bowel com
plications, and often is accompanied by hy
drocephalus; 

Whereas the cause of spina bifida is not 
known but the cause appears to be the result 
of multiple environmental and genetic fac
tors; 

Whereas although most of the March of 
Dimes and Easter Seal poster children have 
spina bifida, many people across this Nation 
have not heard of the defect and its debili
tating consequences for children; 

Whereas only a few cities in the United 
States have proper care centers and special
ized professionals that can provide the most 
effective, aggressive treatment for children 
and adults with spina bifida; and 

Whereas an increase in the national aware
ness of the problem of spina bifida may stim
ulate the interest and concern of the Amer
ican people, which may lead, in turn, to in
creased research into the needs of individ
uals with spina bifida and the prevention of 
spina bifida: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives of 
the United States of America in Congress assem
bled, That the month of September 1992 is 
designated "National Spina Bifida Aware
ness Month", and the President is authorized 
and requested to issue a proclamation call
ing upon the people of the United States to 
observe that month with appropriate cere
monies and activities. 

The joint resolution was ordered to 
be engrossed and read a third time, was 
read the third time, and passed, and a 
motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

NATIONAL SCLERODERMA 
AWARENESS MONTH 

Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be 
discharged from further consideration 
of the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 445) 
designating June 1992 as "National 
Scleroderma Awareness Month," and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Ohio? 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, and I do not object, 
I simply would like to inform the 
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House that the minority has no objec
tion to the legislation now before us. 

Mr. DWYER of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to thank my colleagues for cospon
soring House Joint Resolution 445 which des
ignates June as "National Scleroderma 
Awareness Month." 

Scleroderma affects the lives of 300,000 
Americans. It is an orphan disease with no 
cure and no known origin. This disease 
causes thickening and hardening of the skin 
due to a build up of collagen. As a matter of 
fact, the word scleroderma means "stone 
skin." In severe cases, hardening occurs in 
joints and body organs leading to decreased 
mobility and functional impairment. 

Scleroderma strikes women four times more 
often than men often effecting healthy women 
between the ages of 25 and 55 years old. 
Women are also at risk due to seepage from 
silicone breast implants. 

Early diagnosis is the key to treating other 
diseases and scleroderma is no different. 
Awareness of scleroderma by dermatologists 
and rheumatologists has grown due to the 
dedicated efforts of the many scientists work
ing on research. 

In addition to the valuable research work of 
the National Institute of Arthritis, Musculo
skeletal and Skin Disease, the Scleroderma 
Research Foundation has also been providing 
needed research dollars in the hope that a 
cure can be found to this often debilitating dis
ease. 

Activities and events have been organized 
around the country to heighten public knowl
edge about scleroderma as well as make suf
ferers aware of presence of local scleroderma 
support groups. 

In closing, I would like to thank the member
ship of the many State and local scleroderma 
societies for all their work on House Joint Res
olution 445 and for all the support they provide 
to the many Americans afflicted with this dis
ease. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I with
draw my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the joint resolution 

as follows: 
H.J. RES. 445 

Whereas scleroderma is a disease caused by 
the excess production of collagen, the main 
fibrous component of connective tissue, 
causing hardening of the skin or internal or
gans such as the esophagus, lung·s, kidney, 
and heart; 

Whereas approximately 300,000 people in 
the United States suffer from scleroderma 
with women of childbearing age outnumber
ing men four to one; 

Whereas scleroderma is a painful, crip
pling, and disfiguring disease that is usually 
progressive and can result in premature 
death; 

Whereas the symptoms of scleroderma are 
variable, and this variability can complicate 
and confuse diagnosis of the disease; 

Whereas the cause and cure of scleroderma 
are unknown; and 

Whereas scleroderma is an orphan disease 
for which intensive research is needed to im
prove treatment and find its cause and cure: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That June 1992 is des
ignated as "National Scleroderma Awareness 
Month". The President is authorized and re
quested to issue a proclamation calling on 
the people of the United States to observe 
the month with appropriate activities to en
hance awareness of the disease and the need 
for a cure. 

The joint resolution was ordered to 
be engrossed and read a third time, was 
read the third time, and passed, and a 
motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on the 
joint resolution just considered and 
passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

BLOCKING PROPERTY OF AND 
PROHIBITING TRANSACTIONS 
WITH THE FEDERAL REPUBLIC 
OF YUGOSLAVIA-SERBIA AND 
MONTENEGRO-MESSAGE FROM 
THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED 
STATES-(H. DOC. NO. 102-343) 
The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be

fore the House the following message 
from the President of the United 
States; which was read and, together 
with the accompanying papers, referred 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs 
and ordered to be printed: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
On June 1, 1992, pursuant to section 

204(b) of the International Emergency 
Economic Powers Act (50 U.S.C. 
1703(b)), and section 301 of the National 
Emergencies Act (50 U.S.C. 1631), I re
ported to the Congress by letters to the 
President of the Senate and the Speak
er of the House, dated May 30, 1992, 
that I had exercised my statutory au
thority to issue Executive Order No. 
12808 of May 30, 1992, that declared a 
national emergency and blocked 
"Yugoslav Government" property and 
property of the Governments of Serbia 
and Montenegro. 

On May 30, 1992, the United Nations 
Security Council adopted Resolution 
No. 757 calling on member states to im
pose a comprehensive economic embar
go against the Federal Republic of 
Yugoslavia (Serbia and Montenegro). 
Today I have taken additional steps to 
ensure that the economic measures we 
are taking with respect to the Federal 
Republic of Yugoslavia (Serbia and 
Montenegro) conform to United Na
tions Security Council Resolution No. 
757 of May 30, 1992. 

Specifically, pursuant to the Inter
national Emergency Economic Powers 

Act (50 U.S.C. 1701, et seq.), the Na
tional Emergencies Act (50 U.S.C. 1601, 
et seq.), section 1114 of the Federal 
Aviation Act of 1958, as amended (49 
U.S.C. App. 1514), section 5 of the Unit
ed Nations Participation Act of 1945, as 
amended (22 U.S.C. 287c), and section 
301 of title 3 of the United States Code, 
I have issued a second Executive order, 
"Blocking Property of and Prohibiting 
Transactions with the Federal Repub
lic of Yugoslavia (Serbia and 
Montenegro)," a copy of which is en
closed. 

Among other things, the order that I 
have issued on this day: 

-prohibits exports and imports of 
goods and services between the 
United States and the Federal Re
public of Yugoslavia (Serbia and 
Montenegro), and any activity that 
promotes or is intended to promote 
such exportation and importation; 

-prohibits any dealing by a U.S. per
son in connection with property 
originating in the Federal Republic 
of Yugoslavia (Serbia and 
Montenegro) exported from the 
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia 
(Serbia and Montenegro) after May 
30, 1992, or intended for exportation 
to any country, and related activi
ties; 

-prohibits transactions related to 
transportation to or from the Fed
eral Republic of Yugoslavia (Serbia 
and Montenegro), or the use of ves
sels or aircraft registered in the 
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia 
(Serbia and Montenegro), by U.S. 
persons or involving the use of 
U.S.-registered vessels and aircraft; 

----:-Prohibits the granting of permis
sion to any aircraft to take off 
from, land in, or overfly the United 
States if that aircraft is destined to 
land in or take off from the terri
tory of the Federal Republie of-
Yugoslavia (Serbia and 
Montenegro); 

-prohibits the performance by any 
U.S. person of any contract in sup
port of certain categories of 
projects in the Federal Republic of 
Yugoslavia (Serbia and 
Montenegro); 

- continues to block all property of 
the Government of the Federal Re
public of Yugoslavia (Serbia and 
Montenegro), as well as assets of 
the former Government of the So
cialist Republic of Yugoslavia, lo
cated in the United States or in the 
possession or control of U.S. per
son, including their foreign 
branches; and 

- clarifies the definition of the Fed
eral Republic of Yugoslavia (Serbia 
and Montenegro). 

Today's order provides that the Sec
retary of the Treasury, in consultation 
with the Secretary of State, is author
ized to take such actions, including the 
promulgation of rules and regulations, 
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as may be necessary to carry out the 
purposes of the order. 

The declaration of the national emer
gency made by Executive Order No. 
12808 remains in force and is unaffected 
by today's order. 

GEORGE BUSH. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, June 5, 1992. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will entertain further 1-minute 
requests. 

JOHN DEMJANJUK: RETIRED 
AUTOWORKER FROM CLEVELAND 
(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, 
today, finally, a Federal appeals court 
has reopened the extradition case of 
John Demjanjuk, convicted of being 
Ivan the Terrible of Treblinka. The 
Federal court has reopened the extra
dition proceedings because of the fact 
that an Israeli prosecutor has admitted 
for the first time there is doubt as to 
whom Ivan really is. 

Mr. Speaker, there is doubt, all right, 
enough doubt to drive a whole truck
load of constitutions through, enough 
doubt to drown the Bill of Rights in. 

Evidence now supports the fact that 
Ivan the Terrible of Treblinka was Ivan 
Marchenko, not John Demjanjuk, the 
retired autoworker from Cleveland. 

Mr. Speaker, the tragedy is that Con
gress did not have the guts to see the 
obvious, afraid of the sensitivity of this 
case. Mr. Speaker, when Congress al
lows the rights of one American citizen 
to be jeopardized, Congress ultimately 
endangers the rights of all American 
citizens. Ivan Marchenko is Ivan 
Grosnik, the infamous Ivan of 
Treblinka. John Demjanjuk is a retired 
autoworker from Cleveland and for
merly a citizen of our country. 

It is time for Congress to review this 
matter and to right this great wrong. 

WORK FOR ECONOMY AND 
ENVIRONMENT 

(Mr. GOSS asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, as the global 
environmental conference in Rio 
unfolds to a world audience, let us re
member that wise use of our natural 
resources does not have to be in con
flict with smart economic policy. It is 
a shame that the debate over environ
mental policy so often becomes a po
larizing one- with progrowth forces 
lining up in direct opposition to 
proconservationists. The truth is , as 

President Bush has said, we need to 
embrace policies that shore up our 
economy while preserving our natural 
heritage. Mr. Speaker, these two goals 
are not only compatible, they are inex
tricably linked. Without a sound econ
omy we will never be able to ensure 
protection for our resources- just look 
at what's happened in the past in 
places like eastern Europe, Brazil, and 
Mexico. Their experience shows what 
happens when environment is sac
rificed for economy, and it also shows 
that without responsible stewardship 
over our natural resources it will be 
impossible to sustain economic growth. 
Mr. Speaker, President Bush recognizes 
these facts and has stepped up to chal
lenge of leading the U.S. delegation to 
UNCED. I hope this Congress will stand 
ready to support his efforts. 

KUWAIT IS REWRITING THE 
HISTORY BOOK 

(Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
and to revise and extend her remarks.) 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, if 
there ever was a reason why we need 
burden sharing, you could see it today 
on the wire service when you saw what 
the leadership of Kuwait said about 
Desert Storm. When you see one of the 
leaders of Kuwait saying America "did 
not come to bring back our country, if 
it were not for the wisdom of our gov
ernment," meaning the Kuwaiti Gov
ernment, "and the help of Saudi Ara
bia, the Gulf Cooperation Council, 
Egypt and Syria, Kuwait would not 
have been liberated." Well, there is an 
interesting rewriting of history. 

I think, again, this points out what 
happens when the leadership of Kuwait 
sat out that war, in exile, in wonderful, 
wonderful hotels around the world, 
while our service men and women went 
in to reclaim that country. 

They have been turning their nose up 
at democracy, and now they turn up 
their nose at the American men and 
women sent there to reclaim their 
country. 

I think we should get an apology. I 
must say I am absolutely outraged by 
this statement. 

KYL-ALLEN AMENDMENT IS THE 
BEST APPROACH FOR A BAL
ANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT 
(Mr. ALLEN asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, ladies and 
gentlemen of the House, next week this 
body will be voting on a constitutional 
amendment to require a balanced budg
et. We need to consider carefully the 
contents of the versions that will be 
before this House. 

We have the Stenholm-Smith amend
ment , we have the Barton-Miller 

amendment, and we have the Kyl-Allen 
amendment. We have to make certain 
that we adopt the best amendment, 
with enforcement mechanisms and dis
cipline to thwart increased taxation 
and spending. 

Now let us look at the way the tax
payers and discipline will be ap
proached in the various ideas. 

It is my view the Kyl-Allen approach 
is the best because, No. 1, it limits 
spending to 19 percent of the gross na
tional product, which will encourage 
growth, positive growth, economic 
growth policies in this country. 

Second, the Kyl-Allen amendment re
quires a three-fifths' vote to increase 
spending or to increase the tax burden 
on the American people. 

And lastly, unique to the Kyl-Allen 
amendment is that we give the Presi
dent the power that 43 Governors have, 
which is the line-item veto, to single 
out wasteful pork-barrel projects. 

Let us look at the contents of these 
three amendments. Best protection for 
the taxpayers, the one with the best 
enforcement mechanism, and the best 
discipline on a profligate Congress is 
the Kyl-Allen amendment, and I hope 
my colleagues will support it next 
week. 

INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLATION 
TO AUTHORIZE APPROPRIA
TIONS FOR CANCER-RELATED 
RESEARCH 
(Mr. SMITH of New Jersey asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, today I am introducing legis
lation to authorize funding for impor
tant cancer research. I hasten to point 
out that this legislation tracks level of 
funding contemplated in H.R. 2507 but 
is absent other unrelated controversial 
provisions which will certainly draw a 
veto. 

This legislation authorizes for fiscal 
year 1993 $2.2 billion for cancer re
search including $325 million for breast 
cancer research and education and $75 
million for gynecological cancers such 
as cervical and ovarian cancers. My in
terest in cancer research is personal 
and compelling. My own mother suf
fered from lung cancer, an insidious 
disease, that imposed on her an ordeal 
of pain and frustration. A few years 
ago, my Mom had one of her cancer-in
fested lungs removed- a harrowing ex
perience that shook each member of 
our family to our very core. Thank 
God, she is doing well today, heroically 
persevering with grace and dignity 
with only one lung. However, my wife's 
mother, Helen, wasn't as fortunate and 
suffered an untimely and heart
breaking death as a result of breast 
cancer. And my cousin, Sue- who is an 
activist in the breast cancer cause- un
derwent a radical mastectomy while in 
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her thirties. Because of her indomi
table will, prayer, and modern medi
cine, she is today a champion swimmer 
in Florida. 

Mr. Speaker, every family in the 
United States can expect to experience 
the effects of breast cancer. With an 
overall incidence of 1 in every 9 
women, 180,000 women will be diag
nosed with breast cancer in 1992, and 
46,000 women will die as a result of this 
disease. The fiscal year 1993 authoriza
tion for breast cancer is well over two 
times the previous year's allotment 
and would also provide an additional $1 
million for a special study to deter
mine the factors accounting for the 
high incidence of breast cancer in cer
tain States, including New Jersey. 

This legislation also authorizes $72 
million for research related to prostate 
cancer, a cancer seriously affecting 
men. In 1992 alone, 132,000 new cases of 
prostrate cancer will be diagnosed. 
This cancer, too, has hurt my family. 
My father-in-law underwent surgery to 
excise this terrible cancer. 

I hope that this legislation will re
ceive quick bipartisan consideration so 
that we can offer real hope to those af
flicted with these debilitating and 
often deadly cancers. 

D 1450 
FOREIGN GOVERNMENTS SILENCE 

U.S. STEEL INDUSTRY 
(Mrs. BENTLEY asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re
marks.) 

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, news
paper stories in January reported the 
miseries of the U.S. steel industry an
nouncing layoffs in the major compa
nies. Recently, some of those same 
companies filed a dumping complaint 
against the Japanese. But the Japanese 
Digest reports that European and Japa
nese steelmakers were "complaining 
bitterly about the barrage of dumping 
complaints by U.S. mills." Our U.S. 
Trade Representative, Carla Hills, 
obliged them and "quietly told the 
Americans to knock it off. ' ' 

It is reported that Ambassador Hills 
"saw the chairmen of USX, Bethlehem, 
LTV, Inland, and Armco Steel sepa
rately, and asked them to postpone any 
more complaints they are contemplat
ing and to withdraw those already filed 
when negotiations resume on a new 
multilateral steel pact. " Because there 
is Japanese money in the American 
steel industry, one Japanese 
steelmaker reportedly said, "In the 
world of steel, Japanese are American 
and Americans are Japanese as well. " 

You better not tell an American citi
zen that. 

INTRODUCTION OF THE ANTI-NA
TIONAL HEALTH INSURANCE ACT 
(Mr. DREIER of California asked and 

was given permission to address the 

House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I take this 1 minute simply to 
inform my colleagues that today I in
troduce a very important piece of legis
lation, H.R. 5335. It is entitled "The 
Anti-National Health Insurance Act." 

Now one might conclude from that 
that I am not a proponent of trying to 
deal with the health care crisis which 
we have in this Congress and in this 
country, but actually the opposite is 
the case. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill is designed to 
move toward market-oriented ap
proaches to deal with this very serious 
and pressing problem that we have of 
the delivery of high quality and cost ef
fective health care. 

I hope that our colleagues will look 
at this and cosponsor H.R. 5335. 

THE VERY MOVING SPEECH OF 
GABRIELA RODRIGUEZ 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. DREIER] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I have taken this special 
order to focus some attention on an 
issue which we all saw in the national 
and international news just a month 
ago, and that was the horrendous riot
ing that took place in south central 
Los Angeles and other cities in this 
country in the wake of the verdict of 
the Rodney King beating trial. 

The week following the riots, in 
south central Los Angeles, Michael 
Jackson, who is a host on a radio sta
tion in Los Angeles called KABC, de
cided that he would travel to high 
schools throughout south central Los 
Angeles to try and get at the root of 
this problem and talk to young people 
to see what their sense was of the situ
ation in the wake of the verdict, and 
the looting and rioting which took 
place in their communities. It was a 
very interesting week. 

I, of course, being here in Washing
ton, did not get to hear a lot of it, but 
I remember one morning, while en 
route to the Los Angeles International 
Airport, I had it on and heard some of 
the most moving statements from 
young students at the high schools in 
south central Los Angeles. I came back 
at the end of that week and was a par
ticipant on his program, and he had 
just finished at one of the high schools 
the day before, and he did a recapitula
tion of some of the statements that 
had been made during the week at the 
different high schools. 

I was really taken, just before I went 
on the air, to hear, by tape, a state
ment that was made by a young stu
dent who is the student body president 
at Compton High School. Her name is 
Gabriela Rodriguez, and she appeared 
on the May 12 program. A senior, she is 

a member of her high school's Aca
demic Decathlon and Speech teams, as 
well as the Gifted and Talented Edu
cation Program. Gabriela was one of 
two students who qualified for the 
Golden State Examination Honors 
List. She has been accepted to attend 
Stanford University next year, and is 
the first person in her family to grad
uate from high school. 

Mr. Speaker, the statement she made 
was very moving, and there was no way 
that I could ever carry the emotion 
which Gabriela offered at Compton 
High School here on the floor of the 
Congress. But I did say that I wanted 
to have my colleagues and those in the 
C- SP AN audience hear this message 
which she provided, and I would like to 
read it for my colleagues now. Gabriela 
stood up and said: 

Listen to me. I hear anger, pain, and frus
tration. Fine, you can feel all of that, but 
you can't advocate violence. You can't advo
cate separating from the community. We all 
are one. Unite! 

Stop thinking, well, we need to separate 
ourselves from that. We've got to come to
gether, we've got to stop the violence. You 
can't have justice if you're going to create 
injustice in order to get that. You can't de
mand something when you yourself are not 
worthy of it. 

Okay, you're saying all along we've been 
mistreated. What are we going to do? Go out 
and mistreat someone else in order to get 
the respect that we 're proving we don't de
serve. If I want Claudia to respect me (the 
girl right in front of me), I'm not going to go 
up to her and shove my fist down her throat. 

I'm tired, all week long, since the Rodney 
King strike started. At school, I come back 
to people who I thought were my friends . I 
care about you guys and I know you care 
about your race and your community too. 
And you advocate concern. But you can 't be 
concerned when you're being violent. You 
won't solve anything. 

I got to work and there, too, my boss 
breaks down and cries because her neighbor
hood has burned down because all she hears 
all around is, "Hey, I can' t deal with it. " I go 
home and I've got to deal with the same 
thing on television. My mom, she's saying, 
"it's them against us, it's us against them." 
It's not that way! It doesn't have to be that 
way! If that's the way you see it, unite! 

Stop the violence is all I ask! Stop racism. 
Give me some peace! 

Now, Mr. Speaker, that was an in
credible message and it has played a 
role in strengthening my resolve to try 
and bring about the kind of growth 
package which this country des
perately needs to deal with the inner 
city. 

Mr. Speaker, the creation of jobs is 
key to dealing with this crisis. We have 
a crisis of alienation. We have seen the 
success of gangs. We have seen the suc
cess of other movements which have 
created trouble because people have 
been alienated from their families , 
from their government, and I hope very 
much that this statement and our suc
cessful efforts to implement enterprise 
zones, to implement the opportunity 
for those in urban areas to own their 
own homes rather than living in sub-
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standard public housing, and the oppor
tunity to implement the package 
which I have introduced, H.R. 5101, 
which will take the minority set-aside 
program and create a chance for those 
in urban areas to take advantage of it; 
if we could implement those things, I 
am convinced that we can get at the 
base of this problem. 

0 1500 
ANNOUNCING THE FIRST NEVILLE 

CHAMBERLAIN A WARD FOR THE 
SELLING OF AMERICA 
The SPEAKER pro tempore . Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
woman from Maryland [Mrs. BENTLEY] 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, yester
day I reported on a story in the Sunday 
Outlook section of the Washington 
Post of May 31, 1992, a report, written 
by Susan Tolchien on the possible sale 
of LTV to the French-owned Thomson 
CSF Co. 

Testimony had been given to a Sen
ate committee by the DOD counsel as
suring the Senators that were Thom
son to buy LTV, walls would be placed 
around LTV's defense business "* * * 
preventing Thomson from being other 
than a passive investor. 

The story continues that former Sec
retary of Defense, Frank Carlucci, a 
principal in the sale-understanding 
that his action could be a "deal bust
er"-left the room, called DOD, and 
"appeared on the witness stand less 
than an hour later with the Defense 
Department's guarantees revoked." 

I said, and I quote, "This is an abso
lutely outrageous action- exposing to 
the world- the power of supposedly 
former officials to run roughshod over 
duly appointed Agency heads and the 
concerns of the House and the Senate." 

I suggested to the House that such 
power should not go unrecognized, or 
unrewarded. 

Tonight, I would like to recognize 
Mr. Frank Carlucci's efforts to sell off 
part of the critical defense base of the 
United States to a foreign company- 60 
percent owned by the Government of 
France. I name former Secretary of De
fense Frank Carlucci to receive the 
first Neville Chamberlain Award for 
striving to give us economic peace in 
our time, no matter the cost to the fu
ture of the Nation. 

To some of you in the audience, who 
wonder why the award is a black um
brella, during the World War II period 
the photo caught forever in the mem
ory of all of us growing up at that 
time-the picture which symbolized 
the sellout of the defenseless nation of 
Czechoslovakia to Hitler, by the Brit
ish Prime Minister, to achieve "peace 
in our time"- was the film of Prime 
Minister Chamberlain with black um
brella under his arm returning to Eng
land from the Munich meeting with 
Hitler. 

Poland was attacked before a year 
was out and Great Britain and France 
gained only a little breathing time, at 
a terrible cost to the rest of Europe. 

I would hope my new award strikes 
to the heart of what we have been expe
riencing in this country over the last 
two decades of selling off chunks of 
this great Nations' industrial base
both commercial and defense-in order 
to run a few more dollars through the 
gross national product, no matter the 
cost to our workers and our children, 
to our living standard, and to our very 
sovereignty. 

Chamberlain gave away the Czechs
the recipients of the black umbrella 
award are selling off our wealth-pro
ducing industries. 

I believe it should be noted and the 
names of the people who have been re
sponsible for these sales should be re
corded in some official way. 

This is only the first award. I fear, 
unfortunately, there will be others. 

To the first winner, an umbrella 
enscribed: "the Neville Chamberlain 
Award to Frank Carlucci for the Sell
ing of America.'' 

FISCALLY SOUND 
NECESSARY FOR 
COUNTRY 

GOVERNMENT 
FUTURE OF 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
woman from Colorado [Mrs. SCHROE
DER] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise now because next week we are 
going to be talking about the balanced 
budget probably more than ever we 
want to hear. President Bush started 
that discussion last night by taking to 
the airways and encouraging all Mem
bers to vote for the balanced budget. 

Mr. Speaker, I sit on the Committee 
on the Judiciary, and the whole bal
anced budget issue has been a very dif
ficult one. We have had many, many 
hearings about the balanced budget. 

We also know how very difficult it is 
to make those decisions. People talk 
about State government having bal
anced budgets, and they are absolutely 
right. They do have those amendments. 
But State governments do not protect 
democracies, they do not have to worry 
about wars, they do not have to worry 
about huge depressions. So they have 
different criteria than what the Fed
eral Government is supposed to do. 

But I must say what I saw happening 
last night on television by the Presi
dent saddened me very much, because I 
think it is an indication of what we are 
going to hear next week. People want 
to push and push and push for adoption 
of a balanced budget amendment, and 
we really ought to be pushing for the 
adoption of a balanced budget amend
ment. It is amazing that we push so 
hard, but we never produce one. 

I look at President Bush, and he has 
been either having his own administra-

tion or part of an administration for 12 
years, and it has never happened under 
him. I must say in the House of Rep
resentatives we have not produced one, 
nor has the other body. So we keep see
ing all these different ideas and gim
micks for what would make us do a 
balanced budget, and yet somehow we 
cannot make ourselves do a balanced 
budget. 

I think one of the biggest problems 
we have is we have created a system 
where irresponsibility is what is re
warded. Think about it. In any other 
county if a prime minister appears in 
front of the parliament and comes in 
with a budget that he cannot get the 
parliament to agree to, the government 
falls. 

When you think about that, every 
year for the last 12 years the Govern
ment would have fallen. This year 
President Bush got more votes for his 
budget than anyone has in a longtime. 
He got 40 votes. That is not a majority, 
and, again, the Government would have 
fallen. 

So we see a Chief Executive who can
not produce a budget that can get a 
majority on their side, much less a bal
anced budget. 

Then our side goes out and we have 
the same problem. We have many 
Members who voted for no budget at 
all. I must say the only thing worse 
than having a budget is not having a 
budget. Yet politically the best thing 
to do is not vote for any budget, blame 
them all, and say you are for a better 
one, somewhere out there. However, 
you have not produced it. 

I think that that is what the Amer
ican people are so frustrated about. 
They are becoming more and more 
aware that we have this system in 
which irresponsibility is what is re
warded, and not responsibility. 

I think, too, that on many of these 
issues, we are beginning to see them 
more and more as fig leaves. If we want 
to do a balanced budget, if we really 
want to move forward toward fiscally 
responsible government, that is what 
we should be doing. 

Today we had a $294 billion defense 
budget on the floor. Many Members 
voted against it because it was not 
enough, if you can imagine that. 

Defense is 57 percent of what we have 
in discretionary spending. So if you are 
really going to do a balanced budget, 
you are going to have to cut a whole 
lot more than the $7 billion to $9 bil
lion that we were talking about today. 

So I hope people will look at this dis
cussion we are about to embark on 
next week. I must say what I heard last 
night on television and what I saw hap
pening on this floor for about half an 
hour says to me we are still not going 
to get there. We are still very apt to 
have strong partisan debate about this. 

We are supposed to be very irrespon
sible, and the one that is most irre
sponsible and the one that can flow the 
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most rhetoric around the floor will 
probably be whoever looks like is win
ning the debate. Meanwhile, the coun
try loses the war on getting on with 
some kind of fiscally sound govern
ment for the future and for our chil
dren. 

Mr. Speaker, I really think this is a 
very critical and important issue, and I 
hope we can begin next week on a little 
better tone than we end this week on 
and get on with what people want so 
desperately to have happen. 

CURRENT LEVEL 
AND REVENUES 
YEARS 1992-1996 

OF SPENDING 
FOR FISCAL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. PANETTA] 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Speaker, on behalf of 
the Committee on the Budget and as chair
man of the Committee on the Budget, pursu
ant to the procedures of the Committee on the 
Budget and section 311 of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 197 4, as amended, I am sub
mitting for printing in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD the official letter to the Speaker advis
ing him of the current level of revenues for fis
cal years 1992 through 1996 and spending for 
fiscal year 1992. Spending levels for fiscal 
years 1993 through 1996 are not included be
cause annual appropriations acts for those 
years have not been enacted. 

This is the seventh report of the 1 02d Con
gress for fiscal year 1992. This report is based 
on the aggregate levels and committee alloca
tions for fiscal years 1992 through 1996 as 
contained in House Report No. 102-69, the 
conference report to accompany House Con
current Resolution 121. 

The term "current level" refers to the esti
mated amount of budget authority, outlays, en-

House committee: 
Agriculture: 

Appropriate level 
Current level ..... .. . 

Difference .................................................... .. 
Armed Services: 

Appropriate level 
Current level .. .. .................... ........ . 

Difference ................ .. ................ . 
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs: 

Appropriate level 
Current level 

Difference ..... 
District of Columbia: 

Appropriate level ........................... . 
Current level .......... .. .. .. ................. .. 

Difference .. 
Education and labor: 

Appropriate level 
Current level 

Difference .......... . 
Energy and Commerce: 

Appropriate level ............ . 
Current level .................... . 

Difference ........... .. 
Foreign Affa irs: 

Appropriate level ........................... ..... ........ . 
Current level 

Difference ........... . 
Government Operations: 

Appropriate level ................................ .. .......................... .. 
Current level ... ................................. .. ........................ . 

Difference .. .. 
House Administration: 

Appropriate level 

titlement authority, and revenues that are 
available-or will be used-for the full fiscal 
year in question based only on enacted law. 

As chairman of the Budget Committee, I in
tend to keep the House informed regularly on 
the status of the current level. 

COMMI'ITEE ON THE BUDGET, 
Washington , DC, June 3, 1992. 

Hon. THOMAS S . FOLEY, 
Speaker, House of Representa tives, Washington, 

DC. 
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: To facilitate enforce

ment under sections 302 and 311 of the Con
gressional Budget Act, as amended, I am 
herewith transmitting the status report on 
the current level of revenues for fiscal years 
1992 through 1996 and spending estimates for 
fiscal year 1992, under H. Con. Res. 121, the 
Concurrent Resolution on the Budget for 
Fiscal Year 1992. Spending levels for fiscal 
years 1993 through 1996 are not included be
cause annual appropriations acts for those 
years have not been enacted. 

The enclosed tables also compare enacted 
legislation to each committee's 602(a) alloca
tion of discretionary new budget authority 
and new entitlement authority. The 602(a) 
allocations to House Committees made pur
suant to H. Con. Res. 121 were printed in the 
statement of managers accompanying the 
conference report on the resolution (H. Re
port 102--69). 

Sincerely, 
LEON E. PANETTA, 

Chairman. 

REPORT TO THE SPEAKER OF THE U.S. HOUSE 
OF REPRESENTATIVES FROM THE COMMITTEE 
ON THE BUDGET ON THE STATUS OF THE FIS
CAL YEAR 1992 CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET 
ADOPTED IN HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLU
TION 121 

REFLECTING COMPLETED ACTION AS OF JUNE 2, 1992 
[On-budget amounts, in millions of dollars) 

Fiscal year-

1992 1993- 96 

Appropriate level: 
Budget authority ................... ............................... . 1,269,300 6,591 ,900 

DIRECT SPENDING LEGISLATION 
[Fiscal years, in millions of dollars) 

1992 

REFLECTING COMPLETED ACTION AS OF JUNE 2, 1992-
Continued 

[On-budget amounts, in millions of dollars) 

Fiscal year-

1992 1993- 96 

Outlays ..... .. .................................... . 1,201,600 6,134,100 
Revenues ................. .. ................. .. 850,400 4,832,000 

Current level: 
Budget authority ...... 1,268,925 NA 
Outlays .... .. ......... .. .................. ....... .. 1,205,217 NA 
Revenues .............. .................... ... .................... .. 853,364 4.829,000 

Current level over(+)/under( - ) appropriate level: 
Budget authority ....................... . - 375 NA 
Outlays ..................... .. +3,617 NA 
Revenues ........................................................... .. +2,964 - 3,000 

Note.-NA=Not applicable because annual appropriations acts for those 
years have not been enacted. 

BUDGET AUTHORITY 

Any measure that provides new budget or 
entitlement authority for fiscal year 1992 
that is not included in the current level esti
mate, and that exceeds $375 million in budget 
authority for the year, if adopted and en
acted, would cause the appropriate level of 
budget authority for that year as set forth in 
H. Con. Res. 121, to be exceeded. 

OUTLAYS 
Any measure that (1) provides new budget 

or entitlement authority that is not included 
in the current level estimate for fiscal year 
1992, and (2) increases outlays in fiscal year 
1992, if adopted and enacted, would cause the 
appropriate level of outlays for that year as 
set forth in H. Con. Res. 121, to be exceeded. 

REVENUES 
Any measure that would result in a reve

nue loss that is not included in the current 
level revenue estimate and exceeds $2,964 
million for fiscal year 1992, if adopted and en
acted, would cause revenues to be less than 
the appropriate level for that year as set 
forth in H. Con. Res. 121. Any measure that 
would result in a revenue loss that is not in
cluded in the current level revenue estimate 
for fiscal years 1992 through 1996, if adopted 
and enacted, would cause revenues to be less 
than the appropriate level for those years as 
set forth in H. Con. Res. 121. 

1992- 96 

Budget authority Outlays New entitlement author
ity Budget authority Outlays New entitlement author

ity 

0 0 0 3,720 3,540 4.716 
- 2 - 2 - I - 1 - 1 (I) 
- 2 - 2 - I - 3.719 - 3,539 - 4.716 

0 0 0 0 
- 7 - 7 - 83 - 83 
- 7 - 7 - 83 - 83 

0 0 0 0 
28 28 177 177 

+28 +28 .......................... +177 +177 

56 0 20,153 
0 4 0 

- 56 +4 - 20,153 

.... ....................... .. .... ....... .... ........... 
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Current level ... . 
Difference .............. ....................... . 

Interior and Insular Affairs: 
Appropriate level .... 
Current level 

Difference 
Judiciary: 

Appropriate level 
Current level ............ .. ... ................ . 

Difference ........... .. .... . . 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries: 

Appropriate level ..... 
Current level . ......... ...... .. ......... . 

Difference .................. ... . 
Post Office and Civil Service: 

Appropriate level 
Current level .. . 

Difference ................ . . 
Public Works and Transportation: 

Appropriate level .. 
Current level .. 

Difference . . ................... . 
Science, Space, and Technology: 

Appropriate level . 
Current level .......... . 

Difference 
Small Business: 

Appropriate level . . 
Current level ...... . 

Difference ......... . 
Veterans' Affairs: 

Appropriate level . 
Current level 

Difference ..... 
Ways and Means: 

Appropriate level 
Current level 

Difference ...... .. .... .. ................................. .......... .. ......... .. . 
Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence: 

Appropriate level 
Current level . ..... ... .......... ....... . ............ ............ . 

Difference ...... ............................ . 

1Less than $500,000. 

Commerce-Justice-State-Judiciary 
Defense . ....... . 
District of Columbia .... ..... .. ... . 
Energy and water development 
Foreign operations 
Interior . . ............ . 
Labor, Health and Human Services, and Education . 
Legislative ..... .... .............. . 
Military construction ......................................... .. .......... . 
Rural development, agriculture and related agencies .......... .. .............. .. 
Transportation ............. . ..... .. .... ................ .. ... . 
Treasury-Postal Service ............ . . .. .................... .. . 
VA-HUD-independent aeencies .. .......... ............ ..... .. . 

Grand total . 

U.S. CONGRESS, 
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE 

Washington, DC, June 3, 1992. 
Hon. LEON E. PANETI'A, 
Chairman, Committee on the Budget, House of 

Representatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Pursuant to section 
308(b) and in aid of section 311 of the Con
gressional Budget Act, as amended, this let
ter and supporting detail provide an up-to
date tabulation of the on-budget current lev
els of new budget authority, estimated out
lays, and estimated revenues for fiscal year 
1992 in comparison with the appropriate lev
els for those items contained in the 1992 Con
current Resolution on the Budget (H. Con. 
Res. 121). This report is tabulated as of close 
of business June 2, 1992, and is summarized 
as follows: 

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 

DIRECT SPENDING LEGISLATION-Continued 
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[Fiscal years , in millions of dollars] 

1992 1992- 96 

Budget authority Outlays New entitlement author
ity Budget authority Outlays New entitlement author

ity 

0 
- 7. 
- 2 

16,358 
18,514 
+2,156 

0 
- 3 
- 3 

0 
7,036 

+7,036 

0 
(I) 
(I) 

0 
- 2 
- 2 

. ...................... 

0 
2 

+2 

0 
7,036 

+7,036 

0 
(I) 
(I) 

DISCRETIONARY APPROPRIATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 1992 
[In millions of dollars] 

0 
(I) 
(I) 

484 
378 

- 106 

0 
8,036 

+8,036 

0 
(I) 
(I) 

0 0 
5 5 

+5 +5 

0 0 0 
16 16 16 

+16 +16 +16 

0 
(I) 

............................ (I) 

117,799 
ll3,048 
- 4,751 

0 0 6,811 
- 4 15 2,182 
- 4 +15 - 4,629 

0 0 620 
7,458 7,458 9,098 

+7,458 +7.458 +8,478 

0 0 0 
(I) (I) (I) 
(I) (I) (I) 

Revised 602(b) subdivisions Latest current level Difference 

BA 

21,070 
270,244 

700 
21 ,875 
15,285 
13,102 
59,087 

2,344 
8,564 

12,299 
13,765 
10,825 
63,953 

513,113 

Budget authority ............... 
Outlays . ............................. 
Revenues: 

1992 . 
1992- 96 

20,714 
275,222 

690 
20,770 
13,556 
12,050 
57,797 
2,317 
8,482 

11,226 
31 ,800 
11,120 
61 ,714 

527,458 

[In millions of dollars) 

Budget res-
House cur- olution (H. 
rent level Con. Res. 

121) 

1,268,925 1,269,300 
1,205,217 1,201 ,600 

853 ,364 850,400 
4,829,000 4,832,000 

BA 

21,007 
262,763 

700 
21,870 
14,295 
13,077 
59,074 
2,303 
8,427 

11,285 
13,752 
10,824 
63,315 

503,692 

Current level 
+I 

- resolution 

- 375 
+3,617 

+2,964 
- 3,000 

Since my last report, dated May 6, 1992, the 
Congress has cleared and the President has 
signed a bill extending certain expiring vet-
erans' programs (P.L. 102- 291). The Congress 
has also cleared for the President's signature 
H.R. 4990, the rescission bill for 1992. These 
actions changed the estimates of budget au-
thority and outlays. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT D. REISCHAUER, 

Director. 

BA 

20,706 - 63 - 8 
272,658 - 7,481 - 2,564 

690 0 0 
20,718 - 5 -52 
13,449 -990 -107 
12,186 - 25 136 
57,832 - 13 35 
2,270 - 41 - 47 
8,413 - 137 - 69 

11 ,220 - 14 - 6 
31,798 - 13 - 2 
11 ,1l9 - 1 - 1 
61,707 - 638 - 7 

524,766 - 9.421 - 2,692 

PARLIAMENTARIAN STATUS REPORT 102D CONG., 20 
SESS., HOUSE ON-BUDGET SUPPORTING DETAIL FOR 
FISCAL YEAR 1992 AS OF CLOSE OF BUSINESS JUNE 2, 
1992 

Budget au- Outlays Revenues thority 

ENACTED IN PREVIOUS SESSIONS 

Revenues . 853 ,364 
Permanents and other spending 

legislation 807,617 727,237 
Appropriation legislation ....... 686,331 703,643 
Mandatory adjustments 1 • (1,208) 950 
Offsetting receipts (232,542) (232,542) 

Total previously enacted 1 1,260,198 1,199,288 853,364 

ENACTED THIS SESSION 

Emergency Unemployment Com-
pensation Extension (Public 
Law 102- 244) ..... 2,706 2.706 

American Technology Preeminence 
(Public Law 102- 245) ............ (3) 

Further Continuing Appropriations, 
1992 (Public Law 102- 266) 4 14,178 5,724 
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PARLIAMENTARIAN STATUS REPORT 102D CONG., 2D 

SESS., HOUSE ON-BUDGET SUPPORTING DETAIL FOR 
FISCAL YEAR 1992 AS OF CLOSE OF BUSINESS JUNE 2, 
1992-Continued 

Extend certain expiring veterans' 
programs (Public Law 102-
291) ........ ... ................. 

Total enacted this session 

CONFERENCE AGREEMENTS 
RATIFIED BY BOTH HOUSES 

1992 Rescissions (H.R. 4990) ··oooo 

MANDATORY ADJUSTMENTS I 

Technical Correction to the Food 
Stamp Act (Public Law 102-
265) OOOOoOOOOO 

Total current level 00 

Total budget resolution 

Amount remaining: 
Over budget resolu-

lion 000000000000 

Under budget reso-
lution 

Budget au
thority 

(4) 

16,881 

(8,154) 

(3) 

1,268,925 
1,269,300 

375 

Outlays Revenues 

(4) 

8,427 

(2,499) 

(3) 

1,205,217 853,364 
1,201 ,600 850,400 

3,617 2,964 

1 Adjustments required to conform with current law estimates for entitle
ments and other mandatory programs in the concurrent resolution on the 
budget (H. Con. Res. 121). • 

z Excludes the continuing resolution enacted last session (Public Law 
102- 145) that expired Mar. 31, 1992. 

3 Less than $500,000. 
4 1n accordance with section 251(a)(2)(D)(i) of the Budget Enforcement 

Act the amount shown for Public Law 102- 266 does not include 
$107,000,000 in budget authority and $28,000,000 in outlays in emergency 
funding for SBA disaster loans. 

Note.-Amounts in parenthesis are negative. 

THE NEED TO SPEED THE SETTLE
MENT OF CLAIMS UNDER THE 
NATIONAL VACCINE INJURY 
COMPENSATION PROGRAM 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. STARK] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, today I am intro
ducing a bill which would correct an injustice 
facing applicants to the National Vaccine In
jury Compensation Program. 

This program established an office of spe
cial masters within the U.S. Claims Court who 
decide how to compensate children injured by 
vaccination. 

It was established in 1986 because of the 
existing tort system's inability to speedily re
solve the complex liability issues involved in 
vaccine-related injuries. Mr. WAXMAN, whose 
Subcommittee on Health and the Environment 
held hearings on the bill, explained the pur
pose of the bill during a July 25, 1986 hearing: 

Because of the limitations of the current 
tort law and adversary proceeding·s, many of 
those children who are injured by vaccines 
are never compensated. We cannot afford to 
price vaccines out of the market or to let in
jured children go unattended. Either result 
will end the success of the immunization 
program. 

Unfortunately, this is exactly what is hap
pening today because the law limits the num
ber of special masters administering the pro
gram to only eight. 

There does not seem to have been an over
riding governmental concern in picking the 
number eight. No testimony was taken to de
termine it. The committee and the court 
guessed at the number based on the relatively 
few cases before the court at that time. 

Due to the overwhelming demand for relief 
under this program, eight special masters are 

not enough. Today the special masters face a 
tremendous backlog of cases which will take 
them many months or even years to settle. 

For most of the children who need com
pensation from this program, this is too long to 
wait. Families are going bankrupt, selling their 
houses, and going into debt to pay for the 
costs of treating their children for vaccine-re
lated injuries while they wait for their cases to 
be settled. 

My legislation simply changes one tiny part 
of the act to allow the Claims Court to appoint 
as many special masters as it needs to re
solve the backlog of long pending cases. 

Justice delayed for these families is justice 
denied. Please join me in this effort to correct 
this situation and bring a speedy resolution to 
the large backlog of vaccine-injury cases be
fore the program's special masters. 

CONGRESSIONAL DEADLOCK AND 
THE RISE OF ROSS PEROT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH] is 
recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, I will 
not use all of my time, but I do want to 
talk for a few minutes about congres
sional deadlock and the rise of Ross 
Perot, because I think they are di
rectly related. I think it is frankly a 
fascinating phenomenon, and the activ
ity of this week and next week I think 
tells a lot about why the American 
people are desperate for change. 

There is an article in the Wall Street 
Journal this morning by Paul Gigot. 
He cites a CBS news poll in which the 
American people were asked does the 
government need fundamental change, 
does it need complete rebuilding, or 
does it need minor changes. 

D 1510 
Fifty-one percent of the American 

people said Washington and the Amer
ican Government need fundamental 
change. Thirty-four percent said we 
need to completely rebuild the Amer
ican Government. Only 14 percent said 
we need minor changes. 

When the American people, by 85 per
cent, believe Government has to 
change, I think we in public life have 
an obligation to listen to them, to try 
to understand what they are saying, 
and to try to see what it is in Govern
ment that they want changed. 

I must say, I rise today as the second 
ranking Republican leader with a very 
deep sense of frustration. We have been 
trying to bring to the floor of the 
House a series of bills that would in
volve change. We have been trying to 
bring up a series of bills that we be
lieve would be helpful. 

I thought after the riots and the 
looting in Los Angeles that there was a 
possibility for genuine bipartisanship, 
that there was a chance to work to
gether, that possibly we could put the 
country above politics and we could 
work on real problems. I have to say on 

this particular Friday, 5 weeks after 
the riots, I am very discouraged and 
very frustrated by a system that just 
seems determined to self-destruct. 

I want to talk briefly about creating 
jobs through enterprise zones, about 
helping small business, about creating 
jobs across the whole country so that 
we can get out of this recession, about 
controlling spending, and about a sys
tem here in Congress by which the 
Democratic leadership simply refuses 
to be fair and simply refuses to allow 
the American people to have an oppor
tunity to watch their Representatives 
vote on real issues. 

Let me start with what for me, I 
guess, was the last straw. We are going 
to bring up a Democratic unemploy
ment bill next week. It is going to be 
very expensive. It is going to be over
budget. It is not going to pay for itself 
in the first 4 years, and it is going to do 
nothing, zero to create new jobs. 

I came to the floor in Aug·ust. I came 
back to the floor in October and No
vember, and I said again and again, if 
all we do is pass unemployment exten
sion, but we do not create any new jobs 
and the economy stays in recession, 
then we are going to be right back here 
again passing another unemployment 
bill. 

What most Americans want is not a 
Government handout. It is not an un
employment check. What most Ameri
cans want is a chance to create jobs. So 
the Republicans on the Committee on 
Ways and Means, working with Presi
dent Bush and the White House, devel
oped an alternative unemployment 
bill. We have built into our unemploy
ment bill the real answer to unemploy
ment, which is to create jobs. This is a 
point that former Senator Paul Tson
gas kept trying to explain in his cam
paign for President, the real answer to 
unemployment is jobs. It is not a Gov
ernment check. 

We wrote into our bill a $4,000-credit 
for first-time home buyers. This is in 
H.R. 5260, the Unemployment Com
pensation Amendments of 1992. 

In H.R. 5260, we have a $4,000 tax 
credit for first-time home buyers, 
whether they are buying a new home or 
a previously existing home, but it al
lows them to go out and buy a new 
home. That is important because if 
they already have a house and they 
want to move up, they cannot move up 
if they cannot sell their house. So it 
improves the property value of every 
home in America. It increases the mar
ket and, in fact, one study suggests 
that this tax credit by itself would cre
ate 125,000 new jobs. 

One would think that the Democratic 
leadership would like to help young 
couples buy their first home. They 
would like to help the home builders go 
out and employ carpenters and plumb
ers and electricians and buy products 
and buy appliances and buy timber. 
One would think that they would want 
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to create an opportunity for realtors to 
sell homes. So we had a $4,000-tax cred
it for first-time home buyers. 

Second, we included the Passive Loss 
Relief Act . This is a bill already intro
duced on a bipartisan basis, supported 
by Democrats and Republicans alike, 
widely considered by the real estate in
dustry as the most important single 
bill that could be passed for the real es
tate industry; 338 Members of the 
House cosponsor this bill. 

This is not some recent brand-new, 
made-up legislation. It has 338 cospon
sors, including well over 150 Demo
crats. It is a very popular, widely sup
ported bill. We included it. As I said, 
338 Members have told their real estate 
members, their real tors, their folks 
back home, " I am for this bill, I am co
sponsoring it." 

Third, we included a series of tax 
credits, tax provisions that were about 
to expire on June 30. 

We included things like the em
ployer-provided educational assistance, 
group health services, health insurance 
for the self-employed, mortgage reve
nue bonds, small issue industrial devel
opment bonds, the research and experi
mentation tax credit, the orphan drug 
tax credit. All of these are very impor
tant provisions which are going to ex
pire. 

All of these have Members who know 
how important they are. They have, for 
example, cities and towns and counties 
across America who understand the im
portance of mortgage revenue bonds 
and small issue industrial development 
bonds. They have every high-tech
nology company in America that uses 
the research and experimentation tax 
credit. They have every person who 
suffers from a rare disease and who 
knows that the orphan drug tax credit 
encourages the pharmaceutical indus
try to develop drugs specifically to 
help them. 

So we said, let us not let these ex
pire. Let us continue these provisions 
so people can continue to do the right 
things to create jobs in America. 

In addition, we indexed capital gains 
for the future for new assets. We said, 
never again, if a person saves and in
vests, never again will they pay taxes 
on inflation. 

Today if one works hard and one is 
frugal and one has a small business and 
one invests a little bit in that business, 
when they finally sell the business, 
they have to pay tax on the inflation. 
They have to pay tax on value that is 
not real. It is just paper. So we put in 
indexing capital gains for new assets. 

Finally, we repealed the luxury tax 
on boats. I do not have the exact num
ber of cosponsors, but there are a tre
mendous number of Members who have 
agreed to repeal the excise tax on boats 
because it kills jobs. We now know that 
by raising the excise tax on new boats, 
all we did was drive the boat industry 
offshore to places like the Bahamas 

and the Caribbean and Europe, and we 
put American workers out of work. 

Job creation by a $4,000 tax credit for 
firsttime home buyers, job creation by 
helping realtors with passive loss re
lief, job creation by extending key tax 
provisions, including research and ex
perimentation, orphan drugs, indus
trial development bonds, mortgage rev
enue bonds, health insurance for the 
self-employed, job creation by repeal
ing the excise tax on boats. 

We met the rules. This bill over 5 
years not only does not cost anything, 
it raises $2 billion. It is actually better 
than current law, and we went to the 
Committee on Rules on behalf of all 
the Republicans in the House, on behalf 
of the President and his administra
tion, and we got zero. The Democratic 
leadership will not even allow us to 
offer this on the floor. I think because 
they know if it was offered on the 
floor, it would pass. With 338 cospon
sors, the passive loss relief bill by it
self, this bill would go through the 
House by a huge margin. 

So what does the Democratic leader
ship do? They strangle every Rep
resentative who wants to pass each of 
these bills, and they do not even allow 
it to come up. So there is no fair com
petition. Then we wonder why so many 
people favor Ross Perot. 

I have to say, I am so sick of serving 
in an institution in which the rules are 
rigged, the game is stacked, the whole 
process is patently, consistently, rou
tinely unfair, that it is no wonder the 
average American watching this build
ing fail to do its job is looking des
perately for real change. 

0 1520 
Let me give you an example. The Na

tional Association of Realtors, rep
resenting literally millions of people 
across the country, wrote the Commit
tee on Rules on June 3 and said the fol
lowing: 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: When the Rules Com
mittee considers H.R. 5260, the Unemploy
ment Compensation Amendments of 1992, we 
respectfully urge you to make in order the 
Republican Leadership substitute to be of
fered by Representative Archer. 

The National Association of Realtors sup
ports the spirit and goals of extending the 
expiring supplemental unemployment bene
fits program and revamping the existing un
employment taxation system. 

We also believe, however, that Congress 
should include in this legislation a jobs cre
ation component that will help put hundreds 
of thousands of Americans back to work. 
Historically, the housing and real estate in
dustry has led the nation out of recession 
and on the path to sustained economic 
growth. Over the past six months, however, 
the industry has experienced fits and starts, 
at times leading· us to believe we are on the 
path to economic recovery and growth only 
to stumble again the following month. 

In our industry, which we believe reflects 
the economy as a whole, we are experiencing 
precious few pockets of prosperity across the 
country. The prevalent mood in real estate
both residential and commercial- can be 

best characterized with the words uncer
tainty and concern. 

For these reasons, the National Associa
tion of Realtors feels that the legislative 
proposal being offered by Representative Ar
cher represents a much-needed and long 
awaited Congressional response to the fun
damental problems confronting the industry. 

The tax components contained in Rep
resentative Archer's proposal include: 

A $4,000 tax credit for all first-time buyers 
of new and existing homes. NAR concludes 
this credit would create an estimated 325,000 
new jobs. 

H.R. 1414, the passive loss corrections bill 
designed to restore order to volatile real es
tate markets and stabilize local tax bases 
that rely so heavily on real estate values to 
provide a long· list of community services. 
This legislation is cosponsored by more than 
330 House Members and a similar provision 
was contained in the bill passed by the House 
in March. 

Extension of mortgage revenue bonds/ 
mortgage credit certificates program. This is 
an effective provider of home ownership op
portunities for Americans of modest income. 
Again, this legislation enjoys the cosponsor
ship of an overwhelming majority of the 
House and was included in the tax bill passed 
by the House in March. 

Indexation of capital gains applied to as
sets purchased after January 1, 1993 that 
have been held for at least 2 years. This pro
vision would ensure that capital gains tax 
would apply only to real gain and not that 
resulting from inflation. A similar provision 
was included in the tax bill passed by the 
House in March. 

In conclusion, we would reiterate our 
strong support for the alternative being of
fered by Representative Archer and respect
fully urg·e the Committee to make in order 
this proposal, many of the components re
cently passed on the House floor. It is essen
tial that these provisions of great merit and 
need which also enjoy strong bipartisan sup
port not fall victim once again to the avail
ability of a narrowly and specifically crafted 
legislative vehicle. 

Sincerely, 
DORCAS HELF ANT, 

President. 

Mr. Speaker, what does that mean? It 
means that the Democratic leadership, 
which could not defeat this legislation 
in a fair vote, will simply write a rule 
to cheat every American of a chance to 
see that vote and to force us to vote 
only on their particular legislation, 
which does not provide for one single 
new job, for one single new house to be 
sold, for one single real tor to take pas
sive loss, for one single business to 
take the research and experimental tax 
credit. 

Let me carry it a stage further. It 
was not bad enough that we could not 
bring up a very serious, well thought 
out bill to create jobs, supported, parts 
of it, by over 330 Members. That was 
not bad enough. 

Second, the Democratic leadership 
wants to make in order next week a 
bill on the balanced budget which they 
did not even have a number for this 
morning, a bill which has never been to 
a committee, a bill which has never 
had a hearing, a bill which has never 
been marked up. But if they want to 
make it in order, they can bring it to 
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the floor, because the Democratic lead
ership runs its scheduling dictatorship, 
and under their dictatorship they can 
do anything they want. 

So we can take a bill which has been 
around for 2 years, has 338 cosponsors, 
we can get the President to say he 
would sign it, and that cannot come to 
the floor, but under the Democratic 
legislative dictatorship, they can write 
a brandnew bill, introduce it t0day, 
give it a number, and vote on it on 
Tuesday. 

Let me carry it a stage further. We 
have been trying for 5 weeks to get 
them to bring to the floor the enter
prise zone job creation legislation. A 
job creating enterprise zone is very 
simple. It is the idea that if there is a 
pocket of poverty, whether it is in 
rural America, West Virginia is a good 
example, or whether it is in the inner 
city, Atlanta, Los Angeles, New York, 
that the most effective way to end pov
erty is to create real jobs, not to have 
make-work summer jobs given out by 
politicians for 2 months, not to have 
trickledown Government bureaucracy, 
but to change the Tax Code to create 
an incentive so small business and new 
business will invest and create jobs in 
the inner city and will create jobs for 
poorer rural counties. 

This is not a new idea. Congressman 
Jack Kemp first began developing it in 
the late 1970's. He is now the Secretary 
of Housing and Urban Development. 
The concept has been around for at 
least 14 years. Congressman Kemp co
sponsored a bill with Congressman 
RANGEL, a Democrat from New York. 
That bill has been around for over 10 
years. 

The administration, the Bush admin
istration, has now developed a new, 
more expanded, more powerful, enter
prise zone legislation. 

The private sector leader, Peter 
Ueberroth, a businessman who did the 
Olympics in Los Angeles, asked to look 
at what could be done in Los Angeles 
after the riots, made a key principle. 
He said: 

I don't want temporary short-term, make
work, political bureaucratic Government 
programs. I want a real program to have real 
business create real jobs that will last for a 
decade, or for 20 years, or for 30 years. I want 
people to go to work in the morning and 
have the same job a year later. I don't want 
them to show up so the politicians can hand 
them a job for two months, and at the end of 
two months they are right back in the same 
thing they have been in . 

Peter Ueberroth came to the House. 
We had a bipartisan leadership meet
ing. We had Democrats and Repub
licans. Mr. Ueberroth said: 

If you pass job-creating enterprise zone 
legislation, we will have $20 or private in
vestment for every $1 of tax relief. We will 
create jobs within 48 hours of this bill pass
ing. You do not need complex legislation, 
you do not need a big, massive bureaucracy. 

If the bill gets accepted, every busi
nessman in America, every business-

man in Japan, every businessman in 
Germany suddenly says: 

If I go to a poor neighborhood in rural 
America, a neighborhood that has become an 
enterprise zone, I get some advantages? You 
mean if I go in the inner city and I create 
some new jobs I get some advantages? 

People do it because it works. We 
know it works because it works in 
Hong Kong. We know it works because 
it works everywhere on the planet 
where people are given an incentive to 
create jobs. 

Again, this exactly what Paul Tson
gas, a Democrat, was trying to say all 
spring: 

You cannot love jobs and hate job creators. 
You cannot want to create jobs and refuse to 
pass the legislation that would lower taxes 
to create the jobs. 

We have tried for 5 weeks to bring up 
job-creating enterprise zone legisla
tion. As of today, we do not even have 
an agreement in the other body, in the 
Senate, to even bring it up ever. We 
could literally pass it on Monday, and 
according to Mr. Ueberroth, by Friday 
jobs would be created, so we could have 
a summer jobs program in June by 
passing this bill. 

What is the answer? The answer is, 
despite the fact that Mayor Bradley, 
the mayor of Los Angeles, came to the 
White House and said, as a Democrat, 
"Please pass the legislation," Mayor 
Espy of Mississippi came in as head of 
the black mayors for the whole coun
try, representing over 300 black may
ors, and said, "Please pass this legisla
tion," ·and I have talked this morning 
with Keith Butler, a city councilman 
in Detroit who said, "Please pass this 
legislation," despite all of this biparti
san appeal to the Congress, the Demo
cratic leadership will not make in 
order next week the President's enter
prise zone legislation, which I believe, 
if it came to the floor and was brought 
for a vote, would pass by a huge mar
gin. 

Finally, in the very week next week 
that we are going to bring up the bal
anced budge-t amendment, the Demo
cratic leadership has decided to take 
the supplemental appropriations bill, 
which was already, frankly, bad leav
ing the House, which already had too 
much money in it in my judgment, and 
I voted against it, this was originally 
emergency aid for Los Angeles. Then 
we added Chicago. Chicago did not have 
a natural disaster. Chicago did not 
have a riot. Chicago had a city govern
ment which failed to do the proper 
thing on maintenance to take care of 
its tunnels, so every American is now 
going to send $125 to Chicago in order 
to help take care of the city govern
ment's failure. I think that is wrong. 

0 1530 
It was bad enough. When it left the 

House it was at $495 million. This was 
the so-called supplemental. It got to 
the Senate. The Senate went from $495 

million to about $1.8 billion. It went to 
conference between the House and the 
Senate. The conference is a total out
rage. They added another $100 million 
in the conference. 

So there was too much money in 
there for 160-some Members of the 
House when it left here at $495 million. 
They then added $1,400,000,000, and in 
the process the Senate had a little pro
vision, a sense-of-the-Senate resolu
tion. It said, by the way, while throw
ing all this pork barrel money at the 
politicians, let us also pass a job-creat
ing enterprise zone bill. We had a vote 
in the House. It is called a motion to 
instruct conferees, and we instructed 
our conference, we said, by 372 to 21, 
that is right, by 372 to 21, that is 15 to 
1 or almost 18 to 1 we said accept the 
Senate resolution. 

Now I think back home watching tel
evision, seeing this on C- SP AN one 
would think a Member of the House 
looking at it in the RECORD if you in
struct the conference by 372 to 21 that 
they will accept it, right? Wrong. The 
Senate already adopted it. We voted 382 
to 21 here to adopt it, and they dropped 
it in the conference. It is the most out
rageously, high handed, discourag
ingly, I think arrogant behavior one 
can imagine. It is the same good old 
days in the same good old room doing 
whatever they want without any re
gard for the American people, without 
any regard for what happens in the 
public, without any regard for public 
opinion. just a total , absolute failure of 
the process. 

So what is going to happen next 
week, and I think this is one of the 
great ironies which is beginning to bite 
the Democratic leadership, if we are 
going to vote on a balanced budget 
amendment. And then we are going to 
bring up, probably the same day, a bill 
which is going to be $2 billion, of which 
the President asserts $1,400,000,000 is 
not needed. And the Democrats, I 
would bet money, are going to pass it, 
because they see no contradiction be
tween adding $1,500,000,000 in pork bar
rel for the politicians in their big-city 
machines and voting for a balanced 
budget amendment. And it is just all 
too much. 

So I just want to close by saying this: 
I think the way the House is currently 
being run is an outrage. I think it is to
tally unacceptable to the American 
people to have the leadership of the 
Democratic Party take a bill that has 
338 cosponsors and not bring it to the 
floor, to have the leadership of the 
Democratic Party take a desperately 
urgent request from the President to 
have a free-enterprise job-creating en
terprise zone bill come to the floor to 
create jobs this summer, to have the 
Democratic leadership get a 372-to-21 
vote and then just totally ignore it. 

So in that setting I just want to say 
that I believe when the American peo
ple told CBS News in their poll in May 



June 5, 1992 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 13763 
that 51 percent desire fundamental 
change and 34 percent believe this sys
tem needs complete rebuilding, that I 
have to agree with the American peo
ple. And I think this system is in des
perate trouble. And I think every ac
tivity in this House this week in
creased that trouble . And from every
thing I have seen to what is going to 
happen next week, that trouble is 
going to get worse. And I think run
ning a legislative scheduling dictator
ship just further undermines the con
fidence of the American people. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

RESOLUTION TRUST CORPORATION 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. McCoLLUM] 
is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to talk this evening to my colleagues 
for a few moments about what has be
come of the Resolution Trust Corpora
tion and where we are at the present 
moment with regard to the closure of 
savings and loans around the country 
that have been identified by the Office 
of Thrift Supervision as not viable, and 
those that are on the list as potentially 
not viable to be closed over the next 
few weeks. 

First of all I would like to take us 
back a few minutes to the creation of 
this under an act of 1989 when Con
gress , in the throes of the savings and 
loan crisis, decided to create the Reso
lution Trust Corporation and to pro
vide procedures for the resolution of 
those institutions that were considered 
to be not viable any longer. At that 
point in time there were changes made 
in the ground rules with regard to cap
ital requirements for thrifts, what 
could be counted as capital and exactly 
the standards were set forth within 
certain parameters for the Office of 
Thrift Supervision, which was to make 
the determination of how they would 
determine which institutions were ·to 
be left open and which institutions 
were to be closed. 

We created at that time only a body, 
an organization called the Resolution 
Trust Corporation that not only re
ceived the money for the purposes of 
being used in these resolutions, but 
also received the charge to dispose of 
certain assets and properties which 
were not properties that could be eas
ily maintained or kept by maybe an ac
quiring institution that was a little 
healthier, that might be willing to buy 
some of the better assets, and take on 
the deposit base of the closing institu
tions. I thought at that time and I still 
do today that this particular legisla
tive initiative and this structure was a 
mess that was fundamentally unwork
able and would cost the American pub
lic billions of dollars in losses that 
were unnecessary to the resolution of 

the thrift crisis. I voted against that 
legislation, which euphemistically is 
known as FIRREA, and I am very 
pleased today to be able to say that I 
voted against it. But I am very un
happy with the fact that it has fulfilled 
my worst nightmares with regard to 
what might happen when it comes to 
handling of this matter. 

However, I am not here today to talk 
about all of the problems of the Resolu
tion Trust Corporation. I want to focus 
on something that has been brought to 
the forefront particularly this week 
that I have been involved with for some 
time, and that is the closing part, what 
remains to be done. And in order to see 
what remains to be done, and what is 
there, we have to look back on the fact 
that the Resolution Trust Corporation 
has already spent about $88 billion, not 
million, but billion, with a "b," $88 bil
lion on so-called resolutions of failed 
thrifts from that particular crisis 
under this legislation. They have re
quested an additional $72 billion to 
close what they estimate to be about 
162 more savings and loans that they 
think over the next few months may 
well be in the category needing closure. 

Of those 162 institutions, they are in 
what are called as groups group 3B, 
like boy, 3C, and group 4, group 4 being 
the worst as far as viability is con
cerned out of those 162 that they have 
identified. My staff on the Banking 
Committee where I serve have deter
mined that there are 41 of those insti
tutions that may have what is known 
as supervisory good will on their 
books, something that I want to spend 
a considerable amount of time discuss
ing so that we can have a better under
standing together of how the absence 
of a policy to deal with this super
visory good will in a commonsense 
fashion is in the process of leading to 
the loss of billions of dollars of tax
payers' money that do not need to be 
lost. Primarily, many of those 41 insti
tutions do not need to be closed even 
though they are on that list, and even 
though they may have capital that is 
below the amount required by law, and 
they have other problems. Those prob
lems would go away if the supervisory 
good will were not on the books and 
cash were there instead, or if the super
visory goodwill were not the thing that 
it has become to be under the law that 
we passed in 1989. I am talking about 
institutions that are basically in the 
black, that are healthy, that have good 
asset bases and that are well managed, 
the really bad apples already having 
been closed. And I am talking about 
the fact that if a proposal I have sug
gested, but never have been allowed to 
get a vote on either in the committee 
or on the floor of this body, if this pro
posal with regard to the buy back of a 
certain amount of . this supervisory 
good will were indeed enacted into law, 
we are talking about saving many of 
those institutions from closing and 

saving somewhere between $10 billion 
and $20 billion that otherwise would be 
spent in resolving them, and saving 
somewhere around 15,000 jobs of Ameri
cans that are working in those institu
tions in communities all over this 
country today. 

I find it absolutely amazing that the 
administration, that the Treasury De
partment, that the Office of Thrift Su
pervision, and the Resolution Trust 
Corporation have not embraced this 
concept and still want to deny it, still 
want to put it off, and want to be given 
money that Congress so far has not 
given them to continue the process of 
closing the remaining 162 institutions 
or so that are on their list, which in
clude those institutions that I have 
just described that really do not need 
to be and should not be closed at the 
kind of costs that we are talking 
about. 
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Now, try to put this in perspective. It 

is not as complicated as it might 
sound, but we have to go back to the 
1980's and think about for a minute 
what was happening in this country 
with regard to savings and loans. We 
had a home loan bank board and other 
regulators who were trying to figure 
out how to resolve difficult situations 
with institutions that were not work
ing. If you remember, we had high in
terest rates and we had high inflation 
at the end of the 1970's and into the 
eighties and the very fabric of the sav
ings and loan business were threatened 
by this, because they had fixed rate 
mortgages for 30 years that they got a 
certain amount of interest in, which 
was their primary income, and they 
had depositors. In order to keep those 
depositors, to be able to have the sav
ings accounts in those institutions, 
they had to pay very high interest 
rates to them, so they had low interest 
rate profits coming in on a fixed rate 
basis and they had to pay out very high 
interest rates in order to keep the de
posit base and keep depositors coming 
in. It was a no-win situation. 

Congress tried in the early 1980's to 
loosen the reins to let them get into 
other businesses, but unfortunately the 
timing was wrong. The tax laws were 
changed. The real estate market in the 
southwest particularly dried up. The 
oil patch had its problems and there 
began a major collapse of the savings 
and loan industry. 

During that time , the insurance fund 
for savings and loans to protect deposi
tors simply did not have the resources 
to deal with this and we did not have 
any RTC [Resolution Trust Corpora
tion] money or organization to resolve 
these folks, a~ we have now presently 
in place. 

So there was some creative financing 
that was done in order to deal with 
that problem. I think a lot of us ques
tioned the value of that, whether that 
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was an appropriate thing to do or not, 
but at any rate, it was done, and in the 
1980's the regulators provided an under
standing with many, many savings and 
loans throughout this country that 
were very healthy, the ones that were 
the better institutions, the well-man
aged ones, they said, "We'll make a 
deal with you. If you will acquire bad 
institutions that have bad assets, that 
have troubled loans, that aren't mak
ing it over here, if you will do that, if 
you will take these on, take on the 
problem loans and liabilities, then we 
will provide a replacement, an account
ing hole. Instead of giving you cash"
which is done today for the same type 
of thing by the Resolution Trust Cor
poration to get resolutions of these 
currently bad institutions- "instead of 
doing that, we will let you count on 
your books a certain amount of 
money"-which is really not money, it 
is fictional-"as good wilf, as capital, 
and you will be able to count that for 
30 or 40 years.'' 

They figured out a certain dollar 
amount equivalent and they put it on 
the books to fill accounting holes that 
were there because there were bad as
sets and there was a negative amount 
involving the accounting because of 
these bad assets that were being taken 
on by good, healthy savings and loans, 
as they acquired and took over the sick 
ones that they had no way to deal with 
otherwise. 

This accounting, this gimmickry, as 
some people call it today. this process 
which was actually approved by the ac
countants of the day and met national 
accounting standards, was known 
thereafter as supervisory good will, be
cause the supervisors, or the regu
lators, were the ones who created it. It 
is not good will in the traditional sense 
of good will that might be on the books 
because a doctor's office or a lawyer's 
office has a lot of good will created by 
virtue of it having good clients or a 
good patient base or good business 
coming in. If you sell it, it has a good 
will factor in it. This is a different kind 
of good will created to fill this ac
counting hole, this negative account
ing hole that occurred because the 
healthy S&L's were agreeing to take 
on some pretty troubled assets and 
would not be able to make this whole 
thing profitable for quite a number of 
years. 

They were given those 30 or 40 years 
to work this out and count this so
called supervisory good will toward 
capital. 

Well, in 1989 when the so-called 
FIRREA law passed that created the 
new Resolution Trust Corporation and 
the Office of Thrift Supervision was 
given power to resolve the problem, 
Congress canceled all those deals. As it 
turns out, that was a pretty bad deci
sion by Congress. We just said in this 
body that hereafter no longer will you 
be able to count supervisory goodwill 
toward capital. 

We also changed the capital stand
ards and said that savings and loans 
have to meet these standards over X, 
Y, and Z period of time. By doing so, 
we have created a real mess right now 
for otherwise very healthy savings and 
loans and we have actually forced the 
process that is going on today of clos
ing many of those very healthy savings 
and loans that otherwise should not be 
closed, at a tremendous cost to the tax
payers. That cost is calculated and can 
be calculated historically by looking at 
estimates that the Office of Thrift Su
pervision and the RTC have made on 
those institutions they have closed. 

I can give you an illustration of what 
happened by looking at what first got 
brought to my attention in my home 
community of Orlando where an insti
tution last year, known as the First FA 
of Orlando, a savings and loan, was re
solved. 

The estimated cost of selling that in
stitution was taking at least its base of 
depositors and certain assets and sell
ing it to the Great Western Bank of 
California, the estimated cost by the 
Office of Thrift Supervision and the 
Resolution Trust Corporation, the ac
tual cost to the taxpayers ultimately, 
never to be recovered, was $170 million. 

Well, the First FA of Orlando had at 
the time that the law was enacted in 
1989 that canceled the good will deals, 
it had on its books about $50 million in 
supervisory good will because it had 
acquired a couple of savings and loans 
to help the regulators back in the 
1980's. 

If we had instead of having the kind 
of a cancellation of good will that we 
did, if we had bought back or paid cash 
to the First FA of Orlando, $50 million, 
that would have been one of the health
iest savings and loans in the entire 
United States, and the taxpayers would 
have saved at least $120 million of the 
$170 million in the closing costs that 
were involved and all the people who 
worked in that savings and loan would 
still have their jobs today and the com
munity would still have a prosperous 
and an important financial institution 
in Orlando, but that did not happen. 

Instead, the law that was enacted in 
1989 caused the good will to ph:;tse out 
over a very short period of time as far 
as being counted toward capital is con
cerned and the effect of that was that 
the institution was no longer viable, it 
no longer could succeed. It had no fu
ture. It could not possibly continue in 
existence without a resolution, and so 
it was sold. 

That is a small example. There are 
many other larger institutions in
volved in that process. It is a small ex
ample of the problem we faced when we 
did not address this good will issue 
properly and said, "Aha, this is bad 
stuff. We have got to get rid of it." 

The question really was never faced 
about how to get rid of it. 

Now, let us bring ourselves a little 
bit more up to date on the current 

time. What can we do instead of what 
is happening to resolve these institu
tions? Let us assume there are the 41 
that are involved that I have described, 
that is of the 162 savings and loans that 
the Office of Thrift Supervision and the 
Resolution Trust Corporation say are 
the most likely to need to be closed 
over the next few months, of those 162 
on their books, there are 41 that have 
supervisory good will. Actually, there 
are only 40 today because this week the 
Office of Thrift Supervision has started 
to close these institutions, even though 
Congress has not given it the money 
that it wanted and asked for in a proc
ess of taking over the institutions 
without selling them to other acquir
ing institutions; but at any rate, 40 or 
41 institutions, one of those had super
visory good will, it was my understand
ing, that was taken over this week, 40 
of those institutions having the good 
will, have a total amount of good will 
of approximately $2 billion to $2.2 bil
lion in amount. 

The entire cost of closing those insti
tutions can be calculated by looking at 
the formula that has been used before, 
looking at the total assets of those in
stitutions and doing a multiple that is 
roughly 25 percent, 20 to 25 percent of 
the assets, total assets of those institu
tions. That is what it is costing to re
solve each and every institution that 
the Office of Thrift Supervision is clos
ing today. By doing that, looking at 
those 40 or 41 institutions, we come up 
with somewhere in the neighborhood of 
$20 billion that it is going to cost the 
taxpayers if those institutions were all 
closed. 

For $2 billion, roughly, we could save 
$18 billion at least, and it may well be 
that it would cost more than the $20 
billion to close them. All you have to 
do is be a simple fourth grade mathe
matician. Take 20, subtract 2 from it, 
you save $18 billion. 

Now, I say the savings by adopting 
this buy-back idea would be between 
$10 billion and $20 billion. I do not 
know exactly where, because it is not 
clear how many of those 40 or 41 insti
tutions can be saved. 

The reason I say that is that nobody 
would want to buy back good will just 
for the sake of buying it back. 

The proposal I have offered, that has 
been rejected by the regulators, re
jected by the Treasury, not worthy of 
being looked at by them, according to 
their calculators, is very, very simple. 

0 1550 
It would say the test to be deter

mined by the Office of Thrift Super
vision in looking at whether to put 
cash in and buy back the goodwill aLan---
institution is on the list would Q.e 
whether without the buyback- without 
the buyback-the savings-and-loan 
would be closed. No question about it. 
You have to first determine the savings 
and loan would be closed without buy-
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ing back supervisory goodwill and put
ting cash in. And, too, second, with the 
buyback, the savings and loan would be 
saved. 

So that if an institution really had 
bad assets, had bad management, was 
in the red, had no chance of surviving 
even with buying the goodwill back, 
there would be no buyback, there 
would be no requirement that the Of
fice of Thrift Supervision and the RTC 
buy that goodwill back. They could go 
ahead and close the institution. 

But if it could be saved and it were 
going to be closed but for this goodwill 
buyback idea, they could take the 
step-they would simply be given the 
power to do so to put cash in place of 
the goodwill and the cash would count, 
clearly, as capital. 

And the way that would work, the 
capital would be raised-the institu
tion would be raised above the mini
mum standards and at that point they 
would look at that institution in pro
fife, t):leoretically, compare it with 
other in_§.titutions they are trying to 
figure om-- whether to keep open or 

_ closed, and they say, "Ah hah, with 
cash there -instead of goodwill, which 

,_ obviously the cash counts as capital, 
this institution would be healthy, it 
would be in the black, it has good as
sets, it has good management, it would 
work fine, there is no problem at all." 
If that is the case and only if that is 
the case under this proposal of mine 
would the Office of Thrift Supervision 
be obligated to buy back the goodwill. 

My studies of this with my banking 
staff looking over the books that they 
have been allowed to see down at the 
Office of Thrift Supervision on the po
tential failed institutions shows that 
many of the 41 institutions would be 
saved. We estimate out of the 41 that 
we looked at that have the goodwill 
that are under consideration for clo
sure, that about 29 of them would be 
saved by the Office of Thrift Super
vision. And that is why I think it is 
very important to think in terms of 
the tremendous costs we are dealing 
with here and to look at this particular 
proposal. 

I would also like to point out that 
there is another little factor in this 
that makes these institutions healthy 
when you buy back-or healthier when 
you buy back the goodwill: Supervisory 
goodwill cannot be counted as capital 
any longer after the next year or so. It 
is being phased out. That is a major 
problem. 

But there is another problem that 
gives a big difference in whether you 
consider an institution to be viable or 
not in looking at the standards that 
the Office of Thrift Supervision has to 
use. And that is a question of its ex
penses versus its income. That is, is it 
going to be in the red or is it going to 
be in the black operating after you do 
a buyback like this? 

What we found is that the goodwill, 
while it is being taken off the books for 

counting toward capital is still not off 
the books for some other purposes and 
is being expensed under the 1989 law, 
some of it is, at least, being stretched 
out in all of these institutions for 
about 20 years. So it is a negative drag 
having this goodwill on the books for 
accounting purposes with respect to 
the income statement. 

And if you put cash in there instead 
of the goodwill, you no longer have an 
expense item in the goodwill on the 
books, you have an earning item that 
is earning cash-cash is earning-it can 
earn interest, it can be used for loans 
and what have you; it would be a very 
big positive, and it turns the books 
around on the cash flow as well. So 
that these institutions not only have 
their capital raised by cash going in in 
place of goodwill, which counts toward 
capital above the minimum standards; 
they also have the earnings picture 
changed completely by the cash put in 
as opposed to the goodwill on the books 
that has to be expensed. 

Anyway, that is a technical, but a 
very important, technical item. 

What happens when this occurs is 
that you then have very viable institu
tions that have been created by this 
process. And I have had some people 
who have been very critical who will 
say, "Well, gee whiz, you are going to 
be saving institutions that will be 
nothing more than benefiting share
holders of those institutions," and 
somehow we are going to increase the 
shareholder value. And that is a ter
rible thing that we are doing. I am not 
increasing by this proposal, we are not 
increasing shareholder value for any
body. There is no way that sharehold
ers in those otherwise failing thrifts 
are going to get anything out of this. 
Let me tell you why. 

No. 1, every penny that is put in 
there by the Government under this 
proposal that we have authored would 
have to be paid back to the Govern
ment. Once the institution is up and 
running and has the goodwill off its 
books and is making money again and 
it will be profitable and the Office of 
Thrift Supervision determines that its 
viability will not be affected by paying 
back money to Uncle Sam, every penny 
of the cash that went in to buy back 
the goodwill will have to be paid back 
on a payback plan to the Government 
of the U.S. Treasury. 

So there is no benefit that way. 
Second, the proposal I have offered 

states unequivocally there may not be 
any use of any money that is provided 
in the buyback program to pay divi
dends to shareholders. So there can be 
no benefit in the way of paying out 
dividends. 

Third, the proposal I have offered 
says t-hat shareholders cannot main
tain any kind of benefit in regard to 
this from the change in capital that is 
involved in this. If, for example, by 
putting cash on the books, you raise 

the capital above the minimum re
quirement, which is going to be shortly 
up over 3 percent-let's say we raised it 
up to 5 percent capital. If by putting on 
the books something that is way above 
the minimum capital standard the 5-
percent level, that is where capital 
goes in an institution, it must main
tain that as a floor. It may not allow 
its capital to drop below the point 
where it has been raised by the good
will buyback. 

So that will not benefit the institu
tion or their shareholders. 

Now, I cannot deny that shareholders 
benefit to this extent and to this ex
tent only: That institution that gets 
the buyback will not be closed. It will 
stay open. These guys who have stock 
in it will not go broke. Big deal. 

But thfnk of how much more it bene
fits the American taxpayers than it 
does any of those shareholders. It bene
fits the communities, it benefits the 
employees who will not lose their jobs. 
We are talking about saving millions of 
dollars to the taxpayers by keeping 
these institutions open. We are talking 
about 10,000, 15,000, 20,000 jobs. We are 
talking about keeping institutions 
open that may have been historical 
community pillars in many of our 
smaller communities around the Na
tion. 

I cannot imagine how anybody could 
argue, after I have just given you the 
details of how many protections are in 
here, it would keep anybody from being 
able to say a shareholder benefits out 
of this when he should not benefit; I do 
not see how anybody could argue what 
little benefit is gained by not losing 
money, which is kind of a strange kind 
of argument, could possibly compare to 
the tremendous benefit to the Amer
ican public by the buyback program; 
the money that they would save, the 
institutions that would be kept open 
and the good that would be done by 
doing so. 

So I think that is a tremendously red 
herring, bogus argument that is out 
there. 

I have also been criticized in this pro
posal-the only other criticism I have 
heard deals with the idea that some
how this kind of a proposal passed by 
Congress would affect the outstanding 
litigation which is going on right now 
between the Justice Department and 
the regulators and institutions that 
have already been closed or affected by 
the cancellation of goodwill on the 
books. 

I am going to tell you I do not have 
much hope for the Government's case 
in those instances where there are on
going litigations. There is a current 
court of claims decision handed down 
not long ago, known as Winstar. It is a 
case that had a brief, I guess an opin
ion, really, filed by the U.S. Court of 
Claims on April 21 of this year. It 
seems to me, in reading that court of 
claims decision that has been filed , it 
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is pretty darned clear that the Govern
ment is going to lose all of these 
claims anyway. Canceling supervisory 
goodwill was a pretty bad idea, we 
broke a contract with those institu
tions. It was a Government agency 
that gave them the goodwill, made the 
promise they could keep this on there 
for 30 or 40 years in return for their 
being willing to take on failing S&L's 
in the 1980's. And then we canceled 
them. It is a horrible proposition. The 
Court of Claims has found that the sov
ereign ax doctrine does not apply and 
does not, indeed, hold the Government 
unaccountable and free from liability. 

I have read the decision. Anybody 
can read it. It is in plain English. Their 
rationale, I do not want to take the 
time to go through all of it today, but 
if you read the decision and read the 
rationale, I do not see how the Govern
ment can possibly win its cases. That 
means it is even more foolish what we 
are doing. All of those lawsuits that 
are pending out there right now, 
whether my proposal passes or not, are 
going to be ruled adversely to the Gov
ernment at a cost of millions and per
haps billions more in dollars. And then 
on top of that, if the proposal I have of
fered does not become law, if the regu
lators do not follow it and we go ahead 
and close these additional 40 or so in
stitutions I have described to you 
today, on top of the $20 billion or so it 
is going to cost the taxpayers to close 
them through the processes of selling 
their assets or selling the deposits or 
finding buyers or whatever, you are 
going to wind up with the cost addi
tionally of paying ultimately damages 
to shareholders and others who have 
been damaged by this process, as the 
lawsuits are going now. 

0 1600 
But in addition to that, what I have 

discovered in doing research, talking 
with the lawyers involved in the case, 
talking with good attorneys downtown 
and asking the Library of Congress at
torneys for their opinions, I have dis
covered that, whatever we did here on 
the floor of Congress with respect to 
buying back some goodwill for the pe
culiar purposes I have described today, 
would not in any way be admissible in 
any of those lawsuits for the purposes 
of either determining liability or deter
mining damages. It would be irrele
vant. It would be inadmissible. It 
would not have any impact. 

And then I hear the lawyers who 
argue these cases for the Government 
say, "Ah, but there would be a halo ef
fect." 

I guess this is a halo I wear, that 
kind of effect, that somehow judges de
ciding those cases would look at what 
Congress did and say, '' Ah hah, Con
gress let some folks get away with this. 
They let some folks get a bargain"-! 
do not think it is a bargain at all, but, 
"they remedied the goodwill problem 

for some, so we're going to come in and 
be more likely to decide in favor of the 
complaining party and against the 
Government because Congress acted on 
the peculiar ways that I've described 
here we do in a very limited fashion for 
saving the taxpayers some money." 

Mr. Speaker, that is an absurd argu
ment. I have been an attorney all my 
adult life, as far as my practice and 
work is concerned, since graduating 
from high school many years ago and I 
personally find that an offensive con
cept. I do not believe that is true. I 
think it is a very bogus argument. But, 
as a pragmatic matter, it is not going 
to happen anyway. It is a ridiculous po
sition to be in, and those folks are the 
only two arguments, the only two ar
guments, the shareholder benefit argu
ment and the argument about it affect
ing adversely government litigation 
that is ongoing now that I have heard 
against what I suggested. 

Nobody, none of the regulators, deny 
that my proposal would save at least a 
few institutions. I submit it would save 
a lot of them. 

Some of them want to say, "Well, it 
would only save 3 or 4, 5 or 10, 15 or 20 
and not 41." Well, I do not care if it 
only saves two, or three, or four. It is 
going to save literally billions just sav
ing those from closure. Save the tax
payers billions and is good public pol
icy. 

I myself believe that, based on the 
studies we have done, it would save 
closer to the 29 that we have talked 
about of the 41 that have goodwill that 
are on the books that are likely to be 
closed otherwise. But, whatever the 
number, it matters not. 

There is an admission out there that 
this proposal would indeed result in 
some institutions that otherwise would 
be closed not being closed, and it would 
result in a tremendous savings to the 
taxpayers because the ratio of the cost 
of this proposal to the cost of other
wise resolving these institutions is 
somewhere in the neighborhood of 10 to 
1, 10 times as much to close them under 
the traditional methods the Office of 
Thrift Supervision and RTC are using 
versus keeping them open by cashing 
out the goodwill if they would be viable 
and would be capable of surviving if 
you bought back the goodwill for cash 
and put cash in in its place. So, to me 
that makes absolutely no sense at all. 

Now, I want to bring up one other 
point. A lot of people think this is 
some kind of a novel idea I have pro
posed. Well, I am not proposing any
thing novel at all, and it is also kind of 
a strange reasoning to me on this 
score. There are precedents for doing 
exactly what I am proposing under the 
procedures now being used. 

Let me describe it this way: How do 
people think that most of these insti
tutional problems are being resolved 
today by the Resolution Trust Corpora
tion and the Office of Thrift Super-

vision? I do not know what they think, 
but I will tell my colleagues what is 
the case. 

These institutions are not truly 
closed and the depositors paid off. I 
mean that is an argument I hear, too. 
"Gosh, that law in 1989 was a law I 
voted for, and I want to be able to con
tinue to tell my constituents the only 
reason I voted for that was because the 
money that is involved in it is strictly 
going to pay off depositors." 

Well, Mr. Speaker, none of the 
money, practically none of it anyway, 
very few cases of the RTC money is 
going to pay off one dime to a deposi
tor of any institution. That is not the 
way the system works right now. It is 
not the way it has worked since 1989. It 
is not the way it is going to work to
morrow morning. 

What happens is pretty simple. A 
great western bank, or some other 
healthy institution, a commercial 
bank, or a savings and loan or another 
financial institution, will come along, 
and they will bid on acquiring the de
posits and some of the assets of this 
failing institution that the Office of 
Thrift Supervision is determined is not 
going to be able to survive, and in the 
process of that they cut a deal, and the 
real way they win this bidding war 
with anybody else who might want to, 
quote, buy the failing institution is 
they agree to take on maybe more of 
the bad assets than somebody else 
does, and the rest of those bad assets 
go over to the Resolution Trust Cor
poration, and, that is a whole 'nother 
bag of worms out there where we got 
all the real estate on the market there 
on the market they are trying to dis
pose of, a lot of horror stories we hear 
about on RTC, but there the buying or 
acquiring institution says, "We'll do 
that, but in turn you have to give us 
some cash to fill a negative accounting 
hole that's created by our taking on 
this group of bad assets," and the bid is 
really won on the basis of how much 
cash they are willing to do this for, 
how much cash the RTC is going to pay 
this healthy institution, this big, big, 
big institution in most cases, to ac
quire this other failing S&L. And the 
reason why the cash is there is to fill 
the same negative accounting hole that 
the supervisor of goodwill was used to 
fill by the Home Loan Bank Board in 
the 1980's when the supervisors and the 
regulators did not have any cash like 
RTC has today to give to the acquiring 
institution that was healthy. 

And that is what is so stupid about 
the arguments against what I am pro
posing. I am just proposing that we go 
back and revisit a few of those institu
tional transactions that occurred in 
the 1980's when there was no cash and 
do the same thing with those by revis
iting institutions. I am suggesting that 
it saves a lot more money instead of 
taking an institution that already has 
gone through the process of being one 
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doing the acquiring that is healthy and 
saying, "Oh, we're going to take away 
your goodwill and not count your cap
ital and, therefore, make you a bad 
one, and take on another good institu
tion, and make a deal with it, and give 
that other institution a bunch of 
cash." 

Instead of doing that, let us go back 
and do what we should have done in the 
first place and give a much smaller 
amount of cash to the first-time 
acquirer that is now put in the position 
of failing by this very unusual and 
strange device called supervisor of 
goodwill and the cancellation of it in 
1989 by Congress. Let us give them a 
little bit of cash and let it live instead 
of giving a whole bunch of cash to still 
a third institution that is going to 
come in here and buy it. 

As my colleagues know, that brings 
me back to who benefits. If any share
holders are benefiting, they are bene
fiting right now. It is not by my pro
posal that I am benefiting anybody. I 
am not benefiting anyone. I am just 
keeping some institutions open, if my 
proposal were adopted, to buy back 
some goodwill and doing what should 
have been done in the 1980's. 

But what is happening today is we 
have very large, healthy savings and 
loans that do not have goodwill on the 
books, that are not fixed with this 
problem that we fix them with by Con
gress' own actions, and they are say
ing, "Ah hah, I can make a lot of 
money by doing this. I can get some 
wonderful new depositors. I can put my 
competitors out of business. I can close 
them down. I can get a great deal here. 
I can get cash in large amounts from 
the Federal Government, and it's a 
wonderful opportunity for me to get 
bigger, and get stronger and get rid of 
all those other guys out there." 

Of course those institutions are op
posed to what I want to do, and they 
have argued in some of the associations 
they are in the MCCOLLUM's idea is ter
rible. Well , they are the ones who are 
benefiting by this. They are the ones 
who are the shareholder beneficiaries 
of the problems that exist now. And I 
find it to be incredible that some of my 
colleagues and those downtown in the 
administration would argue that there 
is a problem with McCOLLUM's proposal 
under some idea that it is very ficti
tious that there is some major benefit 
to shareholders of institutions that I 
would keep open because there is not. 
But the guys are benefiting who are in 
the process of acquiring these institu
tions that should never be closed now, 
and they are doing it at enormous tax
payer expense, billions and billions of 
dollars of American taxpayers' money. 

Well, that is a very long story to tell, 
but that is the reason I took special 
order time, because it is not something 
that is easily talked about out here in 
a 1-minute; certainly not, nor in 5-
minute special order time or in debate 

we have on the legislation when it 
comes forward. There is no way to ade
quately explain that story. 

But I can tell my colleagues right 
now that, if anybody bothered to listen 
to what I had to say today or anyone 
reads the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD and 
studies it, the proposal that I have 
made is not only common sense, it is 
absolutely good sense. It is tremendous 
billions of dollars of savings to the tax
payers. It would save thousands and 
thousands of jobs. And without it we 
are going to continue this train wreck 
called the Resolution Trust Corpora
tion and close a lot of savings and 
loans that we have absolutely no busi
ness in closing at all. 

D 1610 
I would submit to you that the prob

lem with the reason why this proposal 
has not gone very far can be best sum
marized by three words. Three things 
are driving the engine that is propel
ling us toward the proposal of the ad
ministration and the RTC and the OTS 
to get an additional amount of funding 
to do away with this problem and close 
all these institutions and not make 
any changes. 

Those three words that describe what 
is driving the train and causing a prob
lem with getting a fair shake on this 
particular proposal are ignorance, fear, 
and greed. And those are pretty time
honored things that drive the engine 
for a lot of people who legislate and a 
lot of people who operate in the busi
ness world and a lot of people who are 
in the executive branch of Government. 

Ignorance, because lots of folks sim
ply do not understand this. It is too 
complicated to want to get involved 
with. They have not taken the time to 
do it. 

I do not expect all my colleagues to 
do this. I happen to have served on the 
Committee on Banking, Finance and 
Urban Affairs. I have seen an example 
of this and gone over it in my own 
hometown on a very simple, low dollar 
level that made it quite straight
forward to me to observe it. I have no 
interests. I have no institutions to 
save. The only one I know about that I 
have any knowledge of at all has al
ready been closed and resolved and it is 
not going to be resurrected by this. 

I have no knowledge of the names of 
the institutions, the 41 or 162 that are 
on these lists. All of them have been 
redacted and blacked out so that I and 
my staff do not know who they are. I 
have no idea who they are. I have no 
interest in them at all, none. 

The only interest I have is in the tax
payers. But I do understand that there 
are very few people who have gotten in
volved as much as I have or could take 
the time to do that to understand this. 
Again, that is why I am trying to lay 
some of it out today. 

But there is a lot of lack .. ef knowl
edge, misunderstanding, ignorance in 

the best sense of the words, and that is 
certainly a major factor in why this 
proposal has not gone any further so 
far than it has. 

Second is fear. There is no doubt in 
my mind that many of my colleagues 
are truly afraid of the issue of the Res
olution Trust Corporation, not under
standing it, wanting to put it beside 
them, wanting to get rid of it, wanting 
to put it behind them, I should say. 
There is a desire not to deal with the 
complexities that they think are there 
in what I am proposing. 

Consequently, it is difficult to get at
tention and get focused on this. 

Then there is fear on the part of reg
ulators and those in the Treasury De
partment in my opinion, fear that by 
embracing something like this, those 
who are their political enemies can 
make hay of this, somehow twist it 
around, and, because it is a little com
plicated, make some speeches that do 
not sound too good and distort the pro
posal and distort the proposition, and 
it is better to let the sleeping dog lie, 
and close all these institutions down, 
regardless of the costs, because that 
does not stir up the pot any more. It 
does not cause as much debate. It does 
not look like you are changing your 
position. 

So there is fear downtown at the ad
ministration, political fear down there, 
as well as political fear here. Down 
there the difference is that they under
stand this, and I find that much more 
reprehensible, that they would let that 
fear drive them downtown than the 
fear of many of my colleagues about 
something that I know that they do 
not understand well, not serving on the 
committee and not having taken or 
having the time in the much diverse 
world we live in and so many different 
issues we have to deal with up here in 
Congress. 

But it is fear in both the legislative 
arena and in the executive arena, 
which in my judgment is a major fac
tor why this simple buyback proposal 
so far has not lifted off the ground in 
terms of getting the support that I be
lieve it deserves and those several oth
ers who have looked into it believe. 

The third thing is greed. What is the 
greed I am talking about? Well, I am 
talking about the greed of those banks 
and those financial institutions that 
want to get bigger at the expense of 
those that are being closed. The greed 
that is normal. I do not know that it is 
all bad. It is part sometimes of the free 
enterprise system. 

But here we have Government in
volved in it. We are allowing these in
stitutions that are not having the 
goodwill problems, that are healthy, to 
get bigger and to grow stronger at the 
expense of other institutions whose 
only problem was created by the Fed
eral Government. 

We are talking about savings and 
loans that are healthy, well-run, in the 

/ 



13768 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE June 5, 1992 
black but for goodwill institutions, a 
good asset base, should not be closed. 
But there are some big institutions out 
there that do not have the goodwill, 
that want to get their assets, want to 
get their deposits, and want to get the 
Federal Government to pay them the 
billions of dollars involved in this so 
that they can obviously get bigger and 
benefit their shareholders. 

Many of them are traded on the 
stock exchanges and there are a lot of 
stockholders who will benefit by this. 
It is a natural thing, but it is a very 
greedy thing, and it is, however, very 
unnatural that our Government would 
be aiding these institutions in this 
process by paying out billions of dol
lars in taxpayer money. 

What I am describing to you today is 
truly a taxpayer scam. We are talking 
about a small group of large financial 
institutions that are making off with 
mega bucks of taxpayer dollars and be
coming extremely big giants, . that will 
dominate the industries that they are 
in for a long time to come at the ex
pense of the taxpayers. 

The way that that could be remedied 
would be for common sense to wake up, 
a light bulb to go off, and for us to 
spend a very small amount of money 
resolving a problem we created. 

I mean, it is really crazy when you 
think about it. Congress created the 
problem in the first place. We did not 
address the savings and loan crisis 
properly in the 1980's. We created a tax 
law change that we did not recognize 
soon enough. And more than anything 
else, though, now when we have got the 
chance to rectify some of that, what 
happens? We came along in 1989 and in 
a simplistic area, we made a very fool
ish decision to cancel the supervisory 
goodwill of those institutions that had 
it on the books and break contracts 
that I think will cost us in the course 
ultimately. 

Now, some of it this could not per
haps have been foreseen. Again, it is a 
complicated set of circumstances. You 
can look back now with 40-40 hindsight 
and say all of this was there. I did not 
see all of it then myself, and I would be 
the first to admit that I did not, and I 
do not know anybody that did. 

But today, at the present moment, 
we have the benefit of that hindsight. 
We can see how the savings could 
occur. We can see how we can stop this 
losing proposition. We can see who is 
benefiting by this and who is greedy 
about it. And we can see taxpayer dol
lars that are being lost. 

We have clear-cut choices. All it 
takes is some time to educate our
selves, for others to get educated about 
this, to think it through rationally, 
and to put aside the political fears that 
we cannot explain it back home, and to 
look at it from the standpoint of, hey, 
you sent me to Congress to the best job 
that I can do, to learn about things 
that are more complicated than you 

know I can learn about or that you 
could as a citizen voter on the street in 
a normal day because you have got 
other things to do, too. You sent me as 
your Representative. 

We need to put aside the political 
fear. We need to say to our constitu
ents I became educated, I looked into 
that. We need to take the time to look 
into it. And I made the decision, an 
honest decision about how to save you, 
the taxpayers, somewhere around $15 
or $20 billion. And I did it in a simple 
way, and I am proud of what I have 
done, and I know it is going to work, 
and we can close down this RTC much 
sooner. We will not send any more bad 
property over there for probably $17 to 
$20 billion instead of $72 billion they 
are asking for. 

Every bad institution that is left 
around, or conceivably bad institution, 
could be resolved, and we would save 
the lives of somewhere around 40, may 
be not all 40, but I think as I said ear
lier, 29 or 30 of them. We could save the 
jobs which are in those 29 or so 
amounting to about 15,000 jobs of em
ployees of otherwise very healthy insti
tutions that will do very well down the 
road, and keep a lot of communi ties 
happy. 

I do not know why that fear cannot 
be overcome, and I urge my colleagues 
to think about it, to study it, to review 
what I have said today, and to aid in 
that review process and that under
standing, because I know when I have 
outlined it, I have done it in a certain 
order today, tried to do it correctly, 
but it does have a lot of details to it. 
You might not follow it all. 

Mr. Speaker, at this point I include 
for the RECORD a copy of a letter from 
the Director of the Office of Thrift Su
pervision to me dated April 27, 1992, 
and his attachment to it, as well as a 
copy of a letter I have returned to him, 
Timothy Ryan of the Office of Thrift 
Supervision, dated April 28, 1992, that 
contains a point-by-point discussion of 
this particular matter. 

OFFICE OF THRIFT SUPERVISION, 
Washington, DC, April27, 1992. 

Hon. BILL MCCOLLUM, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN MCCOLLUM: I am writ
ing to comment on your proposed "Super
visory Goodwill Buy-back Program." Based 
on our previous discussions, I understand 
that you believe the proposal can reduce the 
ultimate cost of the S&L clean-up. The facts 
demonstrate, however, that this proposal 
will not reduce the clean-up costs but will 
impose substantial and unwarranted costs on 
the taxpayer. Therefore, the Office of Thrift 
Supervision (OTS) must oppose it. 

Your proposed legislation creates a strong 
presumption that OTS would buy back the 
supervisory goodwill on the books of under
capitalized thrifts in an amount sufficient to 
enable the thrifts to meet their capital re
quirements. Your staff has identified 53 
thrifts that this would benefit. Apparently, 
they presume that these thrifts are on an 
OTS closure list, and from that premise con
clude that this approach will save the tax-

payers $21.8 billion or 90 percent of the cost 
of closing these institutions. In fact, these 
premises are incorrect and therefore, the 
projected savings would not materialize. 

Of the 53 institutions identified, only 12 
have been classified by OTS as Group IV
the thrifts most likely to require resolution 
at taxpayer expense. One of these 12 thrifts 
was recently acquired by a bank, and one 
will soon be reclassified to Group III. Three 
have a total capital to assets ratio of greater 
than 2 percent, but because of their asset 
quality and earnings potential, they are still 
candidates for closure. The remaining 7 
Group IV thrifts have such poor earnings 
that a buy-back would most likely provide 
only a temporary reprieve, with the result of 
sending good money after bad, thereby en
larging rather than reducing taxpayer losses. 

The 41 remaining institutions from the list 
are currently in Group III. Although these 
institutions are not presently candidates for 
Federal takeover, migration to G-.:oup IV is 
likely for an undetermined number of insti
tutions depending on a number of variables. 
However, a buy-back of supervisory goodwill 
will not necessarily determine the future vi
ability of these institutions; rather the fun
damentals of the institution-earnings, asset 
quality and management-will be deter
minant. 

Thus, as you can see, the buy-back pro
gram would not necessarily change our 
treatment of the 53 institutions. In addition, 
the expenditure of such funds would be 
money that is not available to resolve there
maining thrifts the OTS has identified for 
resolution by the Resolution Trust Corpora
tion (RTC) and that are not on your list. 

Additionally, the proposed buy-back pro
gram would be poor policy for these reasons: 

Permitting thrifts that still have super
visory goodwill to be paid 'Cash for an asset 
that Congress has already declared worthless 
for capital purposes is a poor use of taxpayer 
funds; 

The capital plan process is the better 
method of dealing with viable thrifts that 
are adversely affected by having supervisory 
goodwill on their balance sheets; and 

There is no principled basis for treating 
the remaining marginally capitalized thrifts 
that have supervisory goodwill differently 
than those previously sent to the RTC, and 
in fact doing so could significantly increase 
the government's litigation costs. 

In the attachment to this letter, these rea
sons are explained in greater detail. It is for 
these reasons, the proposed buy-back of su
pervisory goodwill would impair rather than 
further the goal of minimizing costs to the 
taxpayers, and therefore, the OTS cannot 
support it. 

I know we share the common goal of mini
mizing the costs of the S&L clean-up. With 
this in mind, let me emphasize that the lack 
of funding has forced the RTC to interrupt 
the Accelerated Resolution ProgTam (ARP). 
As explained in the attachment to this let
ter, the RTC cannot resolve most institu
tions now in ARP for want of funds. As their 
resolution is postponed, they will incur 
losses that ultimately will be passed on to 
the taxpayer. Under the circumstances there 
is an urgent need for Congress to act to pro
vide additional funds. Each day the funding 
is delayed the RTC estimates that costs to 
the taxpayers increases by $2.5 million. 

Sincerely, 
TIMOTHY RYAN, 

Director. 
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ANALYSIS OF SUPERVISORY GOODWILL BUY

BACK PROPOSAL 
1. THE BUY-BACK OF SUPERVISORY GOODWILL 

WOULD HAVE NO EFFECT ON THE RESOLUTION 
OF THRIFTS REPORTING GOODWILL 
Mr. McCollum's April 7, 1992, "Dear Col

league" letter states that 53 savings associa
tions are on a presumed OTS "closure list 
because goodwill makes them short of cap
ital; in other respects they are strong, 
healthy institutions." The letter adds that if 
the goodwill were bought back from these 53 
institutions, "they would be in a solid cap
ital position-all of them would have at least 
1.5% tangible capital-and thereby saved 
from closure. " 

These statements are mistaken. First, the 
factual premises are incorrect. The vast ma
jority of these thrifts identified in the April 
7 letter are not on any closure list. Most of 
the thrifts in OTS's Group IV-those most 
likely to be closed-are not even among the 
53 mentioned in the letter. The proposed in
fusion of several billion of taxpayers' dollars 
under the buy-back proposal would be di
rected almost exclusively at savings and 
loans that are not presently threatened with 
closure. 

Second, it is simply incorrect that 1.5% 
tangible capital represents a "solid capital 
position." Section 131 of the recently en
acted Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation 
Improvement Act of 1991 is explicit that an 
institution is "critically undercapitalized" if 
its "tangible equity" is below 2%. 

Third, the statements in the April 7 "Dear 
Colleague" letter suggest that capital, par
ticularly tangible net worth, is the sole basis 
for the decision to close an institution. The 
capital position of a savings association is 
important, but is only one element of OTS's 
decision. The agency evaluates several key 
aspects of the management and financial 
condition of an institution before deciding 
whether to close it. 

Goodwill in particular has not historically 
played a decisive role in the decision to take 
over a thrift. Almost two-thirds of the asso
ciations that OTS has closed reported no 
goodwill. As of December 31, 1991, only 251 of 
the 680 thrifts that have been transferred to 
the RTC have reported goodwill on their 
books. Focusing on these 251 failed institu
tions, 217 of them~6%-would have contin
ued to have tangible net worth below 1.5% 
even after goodwill was included. Of the re
maining 34 thrifts, which would have had 
tangible net worth above 1.5%, 27 were un
profitable on a trailing 4 quarter basis, and 
the other 7 had serious asset quality prob
lems that threatened reported earnings. 
Thus, all of these institutions would have 
failed even if goodwill had represented a real 
asset. 

A buy-back of goodwill will not reduce res
olution costs. 

Only 12 of the 53 institutions identified in 
the April 7 letter have been classified by OTS 
as Group IV. Group IV covers those thrifts 
whose earnings history, asset quality, man
ag·ement, or economic conditions in their 
areas of lending are so poor that they will 
likely be transferred to the RTC. 

Four of the 12 Group IV associations have 
a tangible capital to total assets ratio great
er than 2%, irrespective of the treatment of 
g·oodwill. Because of their very poor asset 
quality and earnings potential, 3 of these 
thrifts are candidates for closure, while the 
fourth has shown sustained improvement in 
operations such that it will be reclassified to 
Group III for the quarter ending March 1992. 

Of the 8 remaining Group IV associations 
identified in the April 7 "Dear Colleague" 

letter, one has been acquired by a bank, and 
the other 7 have average operating losses of 
1.26% of assets over a trailing four quarters. 
An infusion of capital through the purchase 
of supervisory goodwill, given the embedded 
problems of these thrifts, would provide only 
a temporary reprieve. The donation of tax
payer dollars would serve only as a large 
subsidy to continuing losses. 

Accordingly, none of the Group IV thrifts 
would benefit from a buy-back of supervisory 
goodwill. 

The remaining 41 institutions of the 53 
identified in the April 7 "Dear Colleague" 
letter are in Group III. Although these insti
tutions are not presently candidates for Fed
eral takeover, migration to Group IV is like
ly for an undetermined number of institu
tions depending on a number of variables. 
However, a buy back of supervisory goodwill 
will not necessarily determine the future vi
ability of these institutions; rather the fun
damentals of the institution-earnings, asset 
quality and management-will be deter
minant. 

2. RESOLUTION COSTS TO THE TAXPAYER ARE 
INCREASING 

The delay in funding is increasing the 
costs that the RTC will incur under the Ac
celerated Resolution Program (ARP). ARP is 
a program developed jointly by RTC and OTS 
to preserve the franchise value of failing 
thrifts and thereby minimize resolution 
costs. The institutions in ARP are marketed 
before the government closes them and are 
placed in receivership only at the time of 
sale. Because it lacks funding for these sales, 
the RTC has been forced to interrupt these 
resolution activities. The costs associated 
with the delay must, unfortunately, be 
passed on to the taxpayer. 

3. THE BUY-BACK WOULD REQUIRE TAXPAYERS 
TO PURCHASE WORTHLESS ASSETS 

The April 7, "Dear Colleague" letter states 
that "[b]uying back the goodwill [in 53 insti
tutions] would save the taxpayers $21.8 bil
lion, or 90 percent of the cost of closure." No 
support is offered for this statement and the 
OTS is aware of none. For the reasons dis
cussed above no such savings are available. 
In 1989, Congress declared goodwill worthless 
for capital purposes; that was the only deci
sion that accorded with economic reality. 
Paying thrifts that still have supervisory 
goodwill is no more than a cash give away
substituting taxpayer dollars for a worthless 
bookkeeping entry. 

In many cases, the amount of cash actu
ally invested by a previous acquiror of a 
thrift is significantly less than the amount 
the taxpayers would have to pay them under 
the buy-back proposal. In one case, for exam
ple, an initial $18 million investment created 
supervisory goodwill of $636 million. In an
other, an investment of no actual cash by an 
acquiror created supervisory goodwill of $532 
million. 
4. THE CAPITAL PLAN PROCESS ALREADY DEALS 

ADEQUATELY WITH GOODWILL 
One of the clearest messages that Congress 

sent when it enacted FIRREA in 1989 was 
that goodwill does not provide capital sup
port for a financial institution. The legisla
tion included a transition period for thrifts 
to adjust to these new rules and provides for 
the creation of plans under which troubled 
institutions could cure their capital defi
ciencies. So far, OTS has used the capital 
plan process successfully to deal with thrifts 
that are viable but that have supervisory 
goodwill on their balance sheets. The OTS 
will continue to do so; there is no reason to 
change these rules. 

5. THE BUY-BACK PROPOSAL WILL COMPLICATE 
PENDING LITIGATION 

OTS and FDIC are currently defending sev
eral cases in which savings associations are 
asserting claims for amounts of their super
visory goodwill. Many of the institutions 
now litigating against the government are 
not among the 53 institutions targeted by 
the buy-back proposal. Indeed, several hun
dred thrifts currently report goodwill, and 
251 of the thrifts already transferred to RTC 
reported goodwill. It is difficult to discern 
any principle that warrants treating any of 
the 53 institutions differently from other 
thrifts. The selectivity of the proposal is 
likely to create new arguments against the 
government in pending cases and to breed 
potentially hundreds of new claims. Even 
though we believe these claims would in the 
end be rejected, they will result in large liti
gation costs and inject avoidable uncer
tainty into the thrift cleanup process. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, April 28, 1992. 

Ron. TIMOTHY RYAN, 
Director, Office of Thrift Supervision, Washing

ton, DC. 
DEAR MR. RYAN: Thank you for your letter 

yesterday conveying your 5-part analysis of 
the supervisory goodwill buy-back program I 
have been advocating since last fall. With 
your permission House Banking Minority 
Counsel Mark Brinton has spent many hours 
at OTS reviewing records to corroborate or 
disprove your analysis (a privilege not pre
viously made available). 

Your claim that the buy-back of super
visory goodwill would have no effect on the 
resolution of thrifts reporting goodwill is not 
supported by your arguments, the evidence 
in your records, or by an understanding of 
the buy-back program. 

A review of the information you have now 
made available to me suggests that your re
sponse is out-dated and faulty. Inasmuch as 
this is a matter of considerable potential im
portance, I request that further information 
be made available to determine more pre
cisely the merits of a goodwill buy-back. It 
would appear from your analysis that your 
position on my proposal may have been de
cided before its potential impact had been 
fully ascertained, since that still has not yet 
happened. 

My proposal to buy back supervisory good
will is based on a simple premise: materially 
improving the capital and earnings of thrifts 
owning goodwill that will otherwise require 
taxpayer-assisted resolution could save some 
of them from that fate and cost to the tax
payer. It is notable that at no point in your 
analysis do you dispute that any such sal
vageable institution could be saved at less 
cost than that of taking it over and selling· 
it. The countervailing costs you cite are ei
ther speculative or insignificant in compari
son to the enormous potential savings of my 
proposal. 

A point-by-point discussion of the issues 
raised in your analysis follows: 

1. It is surprising that you would say that 
"The vast majority of these thrifts identified 
in the April 7 letter are not on any closure 
list," which is based on the unstated premise 
that the only thrifts that "are likely to be 
closed" are those in OTS's Group IV. If the 
underlying premise were correct, the RTC 
would only need another $17 billion to finish 
its work: about $7 billion for the thrifts al
ready in conservatorship and about $10 bil
lion for all of the thrifts in Group IV. 

However, the RTC. continues to assert that 
it needs an additional $72 billion to finish re-
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solving all institutions the OTS will send to 
it for closure. In the meantime, the RTC is 
willing to take $42 billion now to pay for the 
closures between now and April 1, 1993, and 
the remaining $30 billion later. This request 
is based on the expected need to close the 
thrifts in OTS Groups III-B. III-C. and IV. 
All 53 thrifts you talk about are in one of 
those groups. 

You claim that "the buy-back proposal 
would be directed almost exclusively at sav
ings and loans that are not presently threat
ened with closure." This misrepresents 
which thrifts would be eligible to participate 
in the program. One condition of eligibility 
is your determination "that a conservator or 
receiver is to be appointed for a savings asso
ciation," (paragraph (a)(1) of the program), 
i.e., that it is going to be closed. 

Evidently you mistook an argument and 
estimate I made regarding my proposal for 
the proposal itself. To estimate the possible 
number of thrifts and dollars that might 
saved, I asked OTS how many goodwill 
thrifts in Groups III-B, III-C, and IV would 
have at least 1.5 percent tangible capital, the 
requirement set in the Financial Institutions 
Reform, Recovery, and Enforcement Act of 
1989 (FIRREA). The data you gave me indi
cated that 68 thrifts in those groups reported 
goodwill, of which 53 would meet that re
quirement. In light of the great importance 
placed on capital in FIRREA and the FDIC 
Improvement Act of 1991, this information 
provided a rough idea of the potential of the 
buy-back, or it might have if the data had 
been truly responsive. 

A footnote to the data indicated that they 
were derived from a line of the thrift finan
cial report for "Goodwill and Other Intangi
bles." Despite the potential for other intan
gibles to skew the data, you have all along 
assumed that the other intangible amounts 
were negligible, including in your present 
analysis. So did I, until just recently discov
ering from information you have had but had 
not previously disclosed that only 41 of the 
68 institutions you originally identified actu
ally had supervisory goodwill; the rest did 
not. Your staff confirms that I am correct in 
this. 

In fact, 3 of the 12 Group IV thrifts on 
which you focus your analysis never did have 
supervisory goodwill. As you mention, an
ther one was purchased without Government 
assistance by a bank. On the other hand, you 
excluded from your analysis another 10 of 
the 68 that were also in Group IV and pre
viously identified by you as having goodwill. 
Only 7 of them actually had it, and 2 of those 
have since been closed. This leaves 13 good
will institutions in Group IV. 

All of this information was available at the 
time you sent your analysis, yet, except as 
noted, was overlooked in its preparation. 
Your substantive analysis appears to suffer 
from the same superficial quality as your in
stitution identification. 

In discussing certain Group IV thrifts that 
are losing money, you imply that their clo
sure is inevitable. If that were in fact the 
case, then they would not be eligible for the 
buy-back. Subparagraph (b)(1)(A) of my pro
posal states that only a thrift that "would 
be, in the determination of the Director [of 
OTS], a viable association, and would no-t be 
expected to fail, if the association partici
pates in the program," is eligible to partici
pate . No taxpayers' dollars will subsidize any 
continuing losses leading to foreseeable fail
ure under the buy-back program. 

You mention that sustained improvement 
in operations of one of the Group IV thrifts 
(with tangible capital over 2 percent) will en-

able you to reclassify it to Group III. Unless 
that reclassification is to Group III-A, the 
RTC will still be asking for money to close 
it. Incidentally, it would appear from the 
persistent, significant losses experienced by 
the only two Group IV thrifts that actually 
have goodwill and tangible capital over 2 
percent that the candidate for reclassifica
tion is one of the Group IV thrifts that does 
not have goodwill. Furthermore, you fail to 
discuss the sustained improvement in oper
ations the others would be capable of after 
their capital and earnings are boosted by the 
buy-back. 

Your discussion of the earnings of already
closed and soon-to-be-closed thrifts entirely 
overlooks the impact of the buy-back on 
earnings. Goodwill is an asset that thrifts 
have to amortize, creating an expense, a re
duction of earnings. Replacement cash would 
be an income-producing asset, boosting earn
ings. It is erroneous to assume that a thrift's 
earnings would be the same regardless of 
whether it owned goodwill or had cash in its 
place. 

For example, 3 Group IV thrifts with nega
tive tangible capital and net losses before 
gain or loss on sale of assets would each have 
tangible capital of about 3 or 4 percent and 
positive net income before asset sales (aver
aging 0.74 percent of total assets) with a 
goodwill buy-back. It should also be noted 
that each of these thrifts have good asset 
quality (weighted classified assets to total 
valuation allowance under 100, classified as
sets to total assets of around 5 or less). No 
information you have allowed me to see 
gives any indication of "the embedded prob
lems of these thrifts," which you categori
cally state would make the goodwill buy
back "only a temporary reprieve," and 
"would serve only as a large subsidy to con
tinuing losses." To the contrary, I suspect 
these would immediately become Group II 
institutions, and later perhaps Group I insti
tutions after proving consistent earnings. 

Two more of the Group IV thrifts reported 
losses for the year which were more than ex
plained by goodwill amortization, additional 
loan loss reserves, and singular, non-recur
ring expenses occurring in one quarter. Both 
of these have weighted classified assets to 
total valuation allowance of significantly 
under 100, suggesting that large new reserves 
may not be needed. Adding in new earnings 
from the replacement cash from the buy
back, each of these thrifts would dem
onstrate solid core earning potential along 
with a. greatly improved capital position if 
their goodwill were repurchased. 

There are many other examples from the 28 
thrifts in Groups III-B and III- C which simi
larly demonstrate the wisdom and benefit to 
the taxpayers of buying back goodwill. 

I was incredulous to read your assertion 
that only "earnings, asset quality, and man
agement" are the "fundamentals of the in
stitution" and "will be determinant" in 
ascertaining the viability of institutions in 
Group III. Capital and risk management are 
two other fundamentals which, together 
with your three, are the five components of 
the MACRO rating OTS is supposed to use to 
measure thrifts' health. Furthermore, Fed
eral thrift laws, such as the FDIC Improve
ment Act of 1991 to which you referred, spe
cifically focus on the importance of capital 
in determining the viability of an institu
tion. Replacing goodwill with cash can di
rectly or indirectly improve earnings, cap
ital, and risk management. 

2. Although you have presented your anal
ysis of my program after the delay in RTC 
funding began, approval and implementation 

of this program will still save more tax
payers ' dollars than if this legislative delay 
were to last for years. 

3. In posturing that they buy-back would 
require taxpayers to purchase worthless as
sets, you ignore the money that could be 
saved through not having to send many 
thrifts to the RTC. Furthermore, you glar
ingly mischaracterize the transactions in 
which the goodwill was originally created. 
Your predecessor agency used goodwill as a 
cash-substitute in resolving failed institu
tions at time it was strapped for cash. The 
amount of goodwill granted then had no 
more relationship to the investment of the 
acquirer than the injection of cash from the 
RTC does to the purchase price of the buyer 
of today's failed thrifts. RTC's gross cash 
outlay, just as the Bank Board's allowance 
of goodwill, simply fills the negative net 
worth "hole" in a failed institution. 

In addition, your discussion of initial cash 
investment fails to give credit for any non
cash contributions or any subsequent invest
ments by the new owners, including that rep
resented by writing off part of the goodwill 
each year since it was placed on the books. 

4. Your suggestion that the capital plan 
process already deals adequately with good
will again ignores the applicability and ef
fect of the program. If a thrift does not have 
to be closed because it is making progress 
under a capital plan, it is ineligible for the 
buy-back program. If the forbearance inher
ent in the capital plan cannot save the 
thrift, perhaps a boost to its earnings and 
capital through the buy-back can. 

5. Despite your allegation that the buy
back program would create new arguments 
and new cases against the government from 
thrifts that are ineligible for the program, 
OTS General Counsel Harris Weinstein has 
acknowledged that the program will have no 
direct legal bearing on any of those cases. 
The strongest argument that could be mus
tered was that it might somehow have a "re
verse halo" effect, which can best be de
scribed as someone claiming the government 
owes him or her money simply because it 
gave money to a group he or she does not be
long to. 

It makes no sense to give the RTC addi
tional money without giving you the power 
to save much of it. I will continue to work 
toward seeing that both you and the RTC are 
enabled to do the work you need to do. 

Sincerely, 
BILL MCCOLLUM, 
Member of Congress. 

Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I have 
summarized as best I can the problems. 
It has taken me a little longer than I 
would like, but that is the nature again 
of special order time. I thank my col
leagues for your patience. I truly be
lieve if you look at the McCollum su
pervisory goodwill buyback, you will 
see that it is common sense, it is tax
payer sense. As I have said many 
times, it will save up to $20 billion and 
15,000 jobs. It will keep open about 29 
institutions that otherwise would be 
closed. It will make the job of the RTC 
much simpler, allow us to close it down 
much sooner than we otherwise would, 
and certainly save a lot of people grief. 
It will not make some big institutions 
happy, but it will certainly make a lot 
of other people happy and it should 
make a great many of our constituents 
happy because it is going to save them 
billions and billions of dollars. 
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LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab
sence was granted to: 

Mrs. MINK (at the request of Mr. GEP
HARDT) for today on account of official 
business. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legis
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mrs. BENTLEY) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex
traneous material:) 

Mr. KYL, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DREIER of California, for 5 min

utes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi) to 
revise and extend their remarks and in
clude extraneous material:) 

Mr. MORAN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. MAZZOLI, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mrs. SCHROEDER, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. PANETTA, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. ANNUNZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. STARK, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. LIPINSKI, for 5 minutes, on June 

9, 16, 23, 30 and July 7, 21, and 28. 
Mr. LIPINSKI, for 60 minutes, on June 

10, 17, 24 and July 1, 8, 22, and 29. 
Mr. WISE, for 60 minutes, on June 9. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

Mr. AuCoiN immediately preceding 
the vote on the Andrews of Maine 
amendment in the Committee of the 
Whole, on H.R. 5006, today. 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mrs. BENTLEY) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. PACKARD. 
Mr. LEACH. 
Mr. SOLOMON. 
Mr. GILMAN in two instances. 
Mr. lNHOFE. 
Mr. DREIER of California. 
Mr. BEREUTER. 
Mrs. BENTLEY in four instances. 
Mr. MILLER of Ohio in three in

stances. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi) and 
to include extraneous matter:) 

Mr. SOLARZ. 
Mr. LANTOS. 
Mr. KANJORSKI. 
Mr. STARK. 
Mr. MOODY. 
Mr. ACKERMAN. 
Mr. CLEMENT. 
Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. 
Mr. WEISS. 
Ms. DELAURO. 
Mr. BACCHUS. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I 

move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord
ingly (at 4 o'clock and 21 minutes p.m.) 
under its previous order, the House ad
journed until Tuesday, June 9, 1992, at 
noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

3685. A letter from the Secretary, Depart
ment of Agriculture, transmitting a draft 
proposed legislation to amend the Housing 
Act of 1949 to provide a Rural Housing 
Voucher Program; to the Committee on 
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs. 

3686. A letter from the President and 
Chairman, Export-Import Bank of the United 
States, transmitting a report involving· Unit
ed States exports to India, pursuant to 12 
U.S.C. 635(b)(3)(i); to the Committee on 
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs. 

3687. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. act 9-222, "District of Columbia 
Procurement Practices Act of 1985 Council 
Contract Approval Procedures Amendment 
Act of 1992," pursuant to D.C. Code, section 
1-233(c)(i); to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

3688. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of State for Legislative Affairs, transmitting 
copies of the original report of political con
tributions of Donald Burnham Ensenat, of 
Louisiana, to be Ambassador to Brunei 
Darussalam; Henry Lee Clarke, of California, 
to be Ambassador to the Republic of 
Uzbekistan; John Frank Bookout, Jr., of 
Texas, to be Ambassador to the Kingdom of 
Saudi Arabia; Edward Hurwitz, of the Dis
trict of Columbia, to be Ambassador to the 
Republic of Kyrgyzstan; Joseph Monroe 
Segars, of Pennsylvania, to be Ambassador 
of the Republic of Cape Verde, and members 
of their families, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 
3944(b)(2); to the Committee on Foreign Af
fairs. 

3689. A letter from the Secretary, Depart
ment of Agriculture, transmitting the semi
annual report of the inspector general for 
the period October 1, 1991 through March 31, 
1992, pursuant to Public Law 95-452, section 
5(b) (102 Stat. 2526); to the Committee on 
Government Operations. 

3690. A letter from the Chairman, Federal 
Housing Finance Board, transmitting a re
port of activities under the Freedom of Infor
mation Act for calendar year 1991, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 552(d); to the Committee on Gov
ernment Operations. 

3691. A letter from the Secretary of Labor, 
transmitting a copy of the semiannual man
agement report for the period October 1, 1991 
through March 31, 1992, pursuant to Public 
Law 95-452, section 5(b) (102 Stat. 2526); to 
the Committee on Government Operations. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. MOAKLEY: Committee on Rules. 
House Concurrent Resolution 192. Concur
rent resolution to establish a Joint Commit
tee on the Organization of Congress; with an 

amePdment (Rept. 102-550). Referred to the 
House Calendar. 

Mr. F ASCELL: Committee on Foreign Af
fairs. H.R. 4996. A bill to extend the authori
ties of the Overseas Private Investment Cor
poration, and for other purposes; with an 
amendment (Rept. 102-551). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 
of rule XXII, public bills and resolu
tions were introduced and severally re
ferred as follows: 

By Mrs. KENNELLY (for herself, Mr. 
SPRA'IT, and Mr. MAVROULES): 

H.R. 5333. A bill to provide that, beginning 
with fiscal year 1994, the President transmit 
to Congress and Congress consider a budget 
that requires a balanced budget by fiscal 
year 1998 and for subsequent fiscal years, and 
for other purposes; jointly, to the Commit
tees on Government Operations and Rules. 

By Mr. GONZALEZ: 
H.R. 5334. A bill to amend and extend cer

tain laws relating to housing and community 
development, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Banking, Finance and Urban 
Affairs. 

By Mr. DREIER of California (for him
self and Mr. Cox of California): 

H.R. 5335. A bill to amend the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1986 to make health insurance 
more affordable, and for other purposes; 
jointly, to the Committees on Ways and 
Means, Energy and Commerce, and the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. ANTHONY (for himself, Mr. 
LAROCCO, Mr. ALEXANDER, and Mr. 
STALLINGS): 

H.R. 5336. A bill to authorize an exchange 
of lands in the States of Arkansas and Idaho; 
jointly, to the Committees on Interior and 
Insular Affairs, Agriculture, and Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. CLEMENT: 
H.R. 5337. A bill to amend title II of the So

cial Security Act to provide for payment of 
a benefit for the month of the recipient's 
death; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. OBEY (for himself, Mr. MUR
THA, Mr. TRAXLER, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, 
Mr. DURBIN, Mr. ECKART, Mr. ED
WARDS of California, Mr. FAZIO, Mr. 
HOCHBRUECKNER, Ms. HORN, Ms. KAP
TUR, Mr. KOPETSKI, Mr. SKAGGS, and 
Mr. STARK): 

H.R. 5338. A bill to balance the budget of 
the U.S. Government; jointly, to the Com
mittees on Government Operations, Rules, 
and Ways and Means. 

By Mr. PARKER: 
H.R. 5339. A bill for the relief of the 

Wilkinson County School District, in the 
State of Mississippi; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey (for him
self, Mrs. VUCANOVICH, Mr. LAFALCE, 
Mr. HALL of Ohio, Mr. RINALDO, Mr. 
HYDE, Mr. MARLENEE, Mr. MCCOLLUM, 
Mr. SCHAEFER, Mr. LIGHTFOOT, Mr. 
HEFLEY, Mr. BALLENGER, Mr. DORNAN 
of California, Mr. COBLE, Mr. HUNTER, 
Mr. BUNNING, Mr. HUTTO, Mr. 
SANTORUM, Mr. GOSS, Mr. WELDON, 
Mr. MCGRATH, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. 
RITTER, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. YOUNG of 
Florida, Mr. EMERSON, and Mr. 
DREIER of California): 

H.R. 5340. A bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to revise and extend the 
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programs of the National Cancer Institute, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. STARK: 
H.R. 5341. A bill to amend the vaccine com

pensation title of the Public Health Service 
Act to authorize a sufficient number of spe
cial masters for the U.S. Claims Court to en
able the court to become current in its case
load by January 1, 1993; to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. SOLOMON: 
H.J. Res. 502. Joint resolution disapproving 

the extension of nondiscriminatory treat
ment (most-favored-nation treatment) to the 
products of the People's Republic of China; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BURTON of Indiana (for him
self, Mr. HANCOCK, and Mr. DANNE
MEYER): 

H. Con. Res. 330. Concurrent resolution ex
pressing the sense of the Congress that the 
Federal Government should develop and im
plement a comprehensive program to pre
vent further transmission of the human 
immunodeficiency virus and improve treat
ment for individuals who are infected with 
the virus; jointly, to the Committees on En
ergy and Commerce and the Judiciary. 

MEMORIALS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memori

als were presented and referred as fol
lows: 

476. By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the 
House of Representatives of the State of Ha
waii, relative to the cable television indus
try; to the Committee on Energy and Com
merce. 

477. Also, memorial of the House of Rep
resentatives of the State of Hawaii, relative 
to providing a Federal tax credit for renters; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

478. Also, memorial of the House of Rep
resentatives of the State of Hawaii, relative 
to requesting the U.S. Congress to help keep 
Brown Tree snakes out of Hawaii; jointly, to 
the Committees on Ways and Means, Mer
chant Marine and Fisheries, Armed Services, 
and Public Works and Transportation. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu
tions as follows: 

H.R. 11: Mr. DARDEN. 
H.R. 371: Mr. ROHRABACHER. 
H.R. 816: Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. 
H.R. 858: Mr. VISCLOSKY. 
H.R. 860: Mr. VISCLOSKY. 
H.R. 1110: Mr. GEREN of Texas. 
H.R. 1468: Mr. ROBERTS. 
H.R. 1474: Mr. LEWIS of Florida, Mr. HYDE, 

and Mr. DURBIN. 
H.R. 1573: Mr. PICKLE, Mr. THOMAS of Geor

gia, and Mr. BAKER. 
H.R. 1987: Mr. CAMPBELL of Colorado, Mr. 

HOAGLAND, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. BORSKI, Mr. 
BRUCE, Mr. FISH, and Mr. SANGMEISTER. 

H.R. 2223: Mr. SHAYS, Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. 
JACOBS, and Mr. WYDEN. 

H.R. 2632: Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota 
and Mr. BEILENSON. 

H.R. 2862: Mr. COBLE and Mr. SMITH of Or
egon. 

H.R. 3198: Mr. NAGLE. 
H.R. 3221: Mr. EMERSON, Mr. SKEEN, Mr. 

BURTON of Indiana, Mr. BARTON of Texas, Mr. 
BOUCHER, Mrs. MORELLA, Ms. NORTON, Mr. 
DONNELLY, and Mr. MCGRATH. 

H.R. 3360: Mr. WEISS, Mr. WHEAT, Mr. FISH, 
Mr. HENRY, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. TRAXLER, Mr. 
BROOMFIELD, Mr. MORAN, Mr. SISISKY, Mr. 
LEHMAN of Florida, and Mr. L EVIN of Michi
gan. 

H.R. 3450: Mr. SERRANO and Mr. TRAXLER. 
H.R. 3486: Mr. GUARINI. 
H.R. 3677: Mr. ANDREWS of Maine. 
H.R. 3688: Mr. TOWNS, Mr. ATKINS, Mr. 

SANDERS, and Mr. BROWN. 
H.R. 3966: Mr. MOODY. 
H.R. 3975: Mr. GmBONS, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. 

ECKART, Mrs. COLLINS of Michigan, Mr. KIL
DEE, Mr. ENGEL, and Mr. WYDEN. 

H .R. 4109: Mr. BLACKWELL, Mr. OWENS of 
New York, Mr. JONTZ, Mr. VENTO, Mr. SAND
ERS, Mr. HOAGLAND, and Mr. FISH. 

H.R. 4136: Mr. TRAXLER. 
H.R. 4399: Mr. MILLER of California. 
H.R. 4529: Mrs. BOXER. 
H.R. 4571: Mrs. BOXER. 
H.R. 4906: Mr. GUNDERSON. 
H.R. 4980: Mr. BORSKI and Mr. HAYES of Illi

nois. 
H.R. 5026: Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas and Mr. 

LANCASTER. 
H.R. 5100: Mr. FROST, Mr. STUDDS, Mr. 

BONIOR, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. BLACKWELL, Mr. 
BRYANT, Mr. EVANS, Mr. BOEHLERT, and Mr. 
LANCASTER. 

H.R. 5126: Mr. APPLEGATE, Mr. DEFAZIO, 
Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota, Mr. GEJDEN
SON, Mr. HANSEN, Mr. JOHNSON of South Da
kota, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. LEACH, Mr. MARKEY, 
Mr. MATSUI, Mr. MILLER of Ohio, Mrs. MINK, 
Mr. MORAN, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. PETERSON of 
Florida, Mr. SABO, Mr. SHUSTER, Mr. SKAGGS, 
Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. WEISS, Mr. WISE, Mr. 
COYNE, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. HALL 
of Texas, Mr. HARRIS, Mr. JONTZ, Mr. KILDEE, 
Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. 
MILLER of California, Mr. MINETA, Mr. MONT
GOMERY, Mr. NATCHER, Mr. OXLEY, Mr. RAY, 
Mr. SERRANO, Mr. SISISKY, Mr. SMITH of 
Iowa, Mr. WALSH, Mr. WILSON, Mr. QUILLEN, 
Mr. BROOMFIELD, Mr. MYERS of Indiana, Mr. 
SANTORUM, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. GRADISON, Mr. 
BALLENGER, Mr. COBLE, Mr. PAXON, Mr. 
MCCRERY, Mr. DELAY, Mr. UPTON, Mr. 
SPENCE, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr. ARMEY, Mrs. 
BENTLEY, Mr. BOEHNER, Mr. DREIER of Cali
fornia, Mr. EMERSON, Mr. GALLO, Mr. 
GILCHREST, Mr. GOODLING, Mr. GRANDY, Mr. 
GUNDERSON, Mr. GINGRICH, Mr. HANCOCK, Mr. 
HEFLEY, Mr. HOLLOWAY, Mr. HYDE, Mr. 
INHOFE, Mr. CAMP, Mr. LEWIS of California, 
Mr. LIVINGSTON, Mr. PACKARD, Mr. RAMSTAD, 
Mr. RIGGS, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. 
WELDON, Mr. ZELIFF, Mr. WEBER, Mr. 
MACHTLEY, Mr. BEVILL, Mr. DICKINSON, Mr. 
EDWARDS of Oklahoma, Mr. FRANKS of Con
necticut, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. HOUGH
TON, Mr. LOWERY of California, Mr. 
ROHRABACHER, Mr. MARTIN, and Mr. HOPKINS. 

H.R. 5168: Mr. VANDER JAGT and Mr. WIL
SON. 

H.R. 5170: Ms. HORN, Mr. EVANS, Mr. LAN
TOS, and Mr. HAYES of Illinois. 

H.R. 5208: Mr. PANETTA. 
H .R. 5325: Mr. KYL, Mr. GOODLING, Mr. 

BOEHLERT, and Mr. BOEHNER. 

H.J. Res. 1: Mr. HAYES of illinois, Mr. 
OWENS of New York, and Mr. ANDREWS of 
New Jersey. 

H.J. Res. 271: Mr. FASCELL, Mr. ANDERSON, 
Mr. BRYANT, Mr. PARKER, Mr. RAHALL, and 
Mr. ROSE. 

H.J. Res. 391: Mr. LEHMAN of California and 
Mr. MARTIN. 

H.J. Res. 431: Mr. RINALDO, Mr. RANGEL, 
Mr. MORRISON, Mr. ANDREWS of Maine, Ms. 
SNOWE, Mr. GEREN of Texas, and Mr. PICK
ETT. 

H.J. Res. 445: Mr. KOPETSKI. 
H.J. Res. 453: Mr. HORTON, Mr. HEFNER, Mr. 

BENNETT, Mr. JONES of North Carolina, Mr. 
MCCLOSKEY, Mr. GORDON, Mr. MCMILLEN of 
Maryland, Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts, Mr. 
CLEMENT, Mr. ERDREICH, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. 
BLAZ, Mr. EMERSON, Mrs. PATTERSON, Mr. 
PRICE, Mr. COBLE, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr. 
VENTO, Mr. GUARINI, Mr. JONES of Georgia, 
Mr. RANGEL, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. 
LIPINSKI, Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. 
SKEEN, Mr. BLILEY, and Mr. SERRANO. 

H.J. Res. 457: Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. HERTEL, 
Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr. HUTTO, Mrs. LLOYD, 
Mr. PETERSON of Florida, Mr. RAY, Mr. SKEL
TON, Mr. STUDDS, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. BEVILL, 
Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. JONES of Georgia, Mr. 
HAYES of Illinois, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. 
SARPALIUS, Mr. LEWIS of Florida, Mr. CAL
LAHAN, Mr. FIELDS, Mrs. JOHNSON of Con
necticut, Mr. JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. LIGHT
FOOT, Mr. MCCANDLESS, Mr. SCHULZE, Mr. 
SHAW, Mr. WELDON, Mr. YOUNG of Florida, 
Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. 
BARNARD, Mr. BILBRAY, MR. BROWDER, Mrs. 
BYRON, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. HALL of Texas, and 
Mr. TANNER. 

H.J. Res. 475: Mr. KOPETSKI and Mr. 
DEFAZIO. 

H.J. Res. 483: Mr. HUGHES. 
H.J. Res. 488: Mr. ROTH, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. 

SKEEN, Mr. HORTON, Mr. ERDREICH, Mr. DAR
DEN, Mr. BLILEY, Mr. TALLON, Mrs. MINK, Mr. 
MCMILLEN of Maryland, Mr. BENNETT, Mr. 
GUARINI, Mr. DE LA GARZA, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. 
WALSH, Mr. FROST, Mr. JONES of Georgia, Mr. 
HAYES of Illinois, Mr. POSHARD, Mr. ORTON, 
Mr. EMERSON, Mr. QUILLEN, Mr. HUGHES, and 
Mr. JEFFERSON. 

H.J. Res. 496: Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. WISE, Mr. 
OLVER, and Mr. KOPETSKI. 

H. Con. Res. 92: Mr. LUKEN, Mr. ERDREICH, 
Mr. TORRES, Mr. HOPKINS, Mrs. LOWEY of 
New York, Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey, Mr. 
MICHEL, Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota, and 
Mr. STARK. 

H. Con. Res 180: Mr. CRAMER, Mr. NAGLE, 
and Mr. KLUG. 

H. Con. Res. 296: Mr. JONES of Georgia, Mr. 
DORGAN of North Dakota, Mr. MOODY, Mr. 
BURTON of Indiana, Mr. BEILENSON, Mr. 
COBLE, Mr. MARLENEE, Mr. HUCKABY, Mr. 
WILLIAMS, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. LIPIN
SKI, Mr. SHARP, Mr. GILMAN , Mr. PRICE, Mr. 
WYDEN, Mr. PAYNE of Virginia, Mr. DWYER of 
New Jersey, and Mr. DOWNEY. 

H. Res. 323: Mr. VENTO. 
H. Res. 422: Mr. HUGHES, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. 

STALLINGS, Mr. BLACKWELL, Mr. LEVINE of 
California, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. FRANKS of 
Connecticut, and Mrs. MORELLA. 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
KEY REPORT WITHHELD FROM 

UNITED NATIONS THAT DIS
PUTES ARGUMENTS FOR ANTI
SERBIA SANCTIONS 

HON. JIM MOODY 
OF WISCONSIN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 5, 1992 

Mr. MOODY. Mr. Speaker, press reports in 
the past few days have brought to light an ex
traordinary situation at the United Nations re
garding the recently imposed sanctions by the 
Security Council against Yugoslavia over con
tinued fighting in Bosnia and Hercegovina. 

All parties acknowledge that the aim of the 
sanctions is to pressure the Yugoslav National 
Army [JNA] and officials of the Yugoslav and 
Serbian Governments in Belgrade. The resolu
tion was based on assumptions regarding al
leged control and influence over paramilitary 
and irregular Serbian forces in Bosnia by au
thorities in Belgrade. 

It now appears, however, that a crucial re
port by no less than Secretary General 
Boutros Boutros-Ghali himself not only refutes 
and contradicts those fundamental assump
tions but also was kept from Security Council 
members until after the sanctions vote was 
taken on May 30. 

Mr. Speaker, the Secretary General's report 
goes beyond dispelling the notion of Bel
grade's control over Bosnian Serb fighters in 
Bosnia and Hercegovina, to point out that Cro
atia still has its own troops inside Bosnia par
ticipating in that republic's civil war in con
travention of U.N. directives and public claims 
by officials in Zagreb. 

The tragedy of Yugoslavia is that much of 
the bloodshed in Bosnia today might have 
been prevented had U.N. peacekeeping forces 
been put -in place before the outbreak of inter
communal hostilities. Our policies toward 
Yugoslavia have been reactive. We act after 
the fact. And the overly simplistic view that all 
the fault lies with Serbian officials in Belgrade 
simply ignores reality. The sanctions policy 
continues that disastrous course. The United 
Nations, the European Community and our 
State Department are determined to slam the 
door of a barn whose horses have already es
caped and which has already burned to the 
ground. 

I urge my colleagues, particularly those who 
bash Serbia with a relentless "don't bother me 
with the facts" approach, to carefully read the 
report submitted by U.N. Secretary General 
Boutros-Ghali. I also redirect your attention to 
the comments I made on Monday, June 1, as 
I placed the statement of the Bishops of the 
Serbian Orthodox Church in the CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD. 

These two statements are essential to un
derstanding that neither Serbia, nor Croatia, 
nor the Muslim Slavs of Bosnia and 
Hercegovina are without responsibility in the 

current state of affairs in Yugoslavia. None of 
these communities arguments are wholly cul
pable or wholly innocent. 

Mr. Speaker, the sanctions placed against 
Yugoslavia are misplaced and will not produce 
peace in Bosnia and Hercegovina. And worse, 
simplistic misreading of the complex players 
and concerns of the various communities in 
this conflict will only benefit continued chaos, 
punish innocent citizens and strengthen the 
hands of extremists in all communities. The 
current approach confuses the Milosevic re
gime in Belgrade with the people of Serbia 
and the Serbian minorities in other republics. 

I am including, for the RECORD, the Sec
retary General's report and an Associated 
Press report regarding its being withheld from 
Security Council members during their delib
erations on sanctions. 
REPORT OF THE SECRETARY-GENERAL PURSU

ANT TO PARAGRAPH 4 OF SECURITY COUNCIL 
R ESOLUTION 752 (1992) 

INTRODUCTION 

1. The present report is submitted to the 
Security Council pursuant to paragraph 4 of 
Security Council resolution 752 (1992), in 
which the Council demanded that all units of 
the Yugoslav People's Army (JNA) and ele
ments of the Croatian Army now in Bosnia 
and Herzegovina must either be withdrawn, 
or be subject to the authority of the Govern
ment of Bosnia and Herzegovina, or be dis
banded and disarmed with their weapons 
placed under effective international mon
itoring; and requested the Secretary-General 
to consider without delay what international 
assistance could be provided in this connec
tion. 

I. BACKGROUND 

2. On 26 April 1992, President Izetbegovic of 
Bosnia and Herzegovina met at Skopje with 
General Blagoje Adzic, Chief of Staff of JNA 
and Acting Federal Secretary for Defense, 
and Mr. Branko Kostic, Vice-President of the 
Federal Presidency in Belgrade, to define the 
role of JNA in Bosnia and Herzegovina and 
its eventual withdrawal. This meeting did 
not produce a definitive agreement and the 
Belgrade authorities on 4 May announced 
their decision to withdraw from Bosnia and 
Herzegovina by 18 May all JNA personnel 
who were not citizens of that Republic. On 13 
May, Vice-President Kostic proposed to 
President Izetbegovic that the talks be re
sumed with the participation of representa
tives of the Bosnia Serb and Croat Commu
nities. On the same day, authorities of the 
so-called "Serbian Republic of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina" announced their decision to 
form their own army, which would be com
posed of units of the former JNA based in 
Bosnia and Herzegovina, and appointed Gen
eral Ratko Mladic as Commander of that 
army. 

3. On 17 May, I received a letter from Ad
miral Milosav Simic, Chief of General Staff 
of JNA, requesting assistance in the safe 
withdraw of JNA troops from Bosnia and 
Herzogvina and particularly from Sarajovo, 
Pazaric and Zenica. The letter referred, inter 
alia, to an agreement signed on 10 May 1992 
at the premises of the United Nations Pro-

tection Force in Yugoslavia (UNPROFOR) at 
Sarajevo by representatives of the Presi
dency of Bosnia and Herzegovina, JNA, the 
European Community Monitoring Mission 
and the personal envoy of Lord Carrington, 
Mr. Colm Doyle. On 21 May, Vice-President 
Kostic again wrote to ask me to request 
President Izetbegovic to order the 
deblocking of the JNA garrisons at Sarajevo. 
On 25 May 1992, I received a letter from 
President Izetbegovic in which, inter alia, he 
requested that UNPROFOR should supervise 
the withdrawal of part of the JNA personnel 
and weapons, in accordance with the agree
ment of 10 May 1992. 

4. I have sought, through UNPROFOR, in
formation about the present status of JNA 
units and personnel in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina. Given the considerable restric
tions on UNPROFOR freedom of movement 
in Sarajevo and elsewhere in the Republic, 
and the consequent lack of an independent 
information-gathering capacity, it has not 
been possible to obtain completely authenti
cated information, but the situation seems 
to be as described in the following two para
graphs. 

5. The bulk of the JNA personnel who were 
deployed in Bosnia and Herzegovina were 
citizens of that Republic and were not there
fore covered by the Belgrade authorities' de
cision of 4 May to withdraw JNA from 
Bosnia and Herzegovina. Most of them ap
pear to have joined the army of the so-called 
"Serbian Republic of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina". Others have joined the Terri
torial Defence of Bosnia and Herzegovina, 
which is under the political control of the 
Presidency of that Republic. Others may 
have joined various irregular forces operat
ing there. 

6. Those who are not citizens of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina are said by the Belgrade au
thorities to number barely 20 per cent of the 
total. Most of these are believed to have 
withdrawn already into Serbia or 
Montenegro, some of them having been sub
jected to attack during their withdrawal. 
Others however remain at various garrisons 
in Bosnia and Herzegovina, especially in 
Serb-controlled areas, including two instal
lations on the outskirts of Sarajevo. A fur
ther category consists of personnel who have 
been blockaded in their barracks by the Ter
ritorial Defence of Bosnia and Herzegovina 
or hostile irregular forces. These are now 
mostly in the Sarajevo area, where the latest 
developments have been as follows: 

(a) Some 600 to 1,000 soldiers are blocked in 
the Marshal Tito Barracks at Sarajevo, with 
nearly 200 vehicles. Negotiations on the 
evacuation of these barracks continued until 
27 May 1992, when they broke down following 
a mortar attack which killed some 16 civil
ians in central Sarajevo. On 30 May 1992, the 
barracks came under attack from rocket
propelled grenades and flame-throwers fired 
by the Territorial Defence of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina; 

(b) Several hundred JNA personnel from 
Jusuf Dzonlic Barracks, a logistic base at 
Sarajevo, and Victor Bubanja Barracks were 
in the process of withdrawing from Sarajevo 
during the night of 27/28 May 1992. The con
voy, which was being accompanied by 

• This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 

Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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UNPROFOR, was attacked by Serb 
irregulars opposed to the terms of their 
withdrawal and by units of the Territorial 
Defence of Bosnia and Herzegovina, and lost 
its way. Some elements became separated 
from the rest; 30 JNA vehicles and their driv
ers went missing and at least 1 soldier was 
killed; 

(c) Several hundred JNA cadets, mainly be
tween 14 and 17 years of age, who were block
aded in Pasaric, some 15 kilometers south of 
Sarajevo, were evacuated on 29 May. 

7. It will be apparent from the foregoing 
that the issue of the deblocking and safe 
withdrawal of the remaining JNA troops 
from their barracks at Bosnia and 
Herzegovina has become linked to other 
problems which have caused continuing con
flict in that Republic and has in particular 
been complicated by problems relating to 
the withdrawal of heavy weapons from these 
barracks and from Bosnia and Herzegovina. 
UNPROFOR has received indications that 
the JNA leadership in Belgrade is willing to 
leave the bulk of its weapons behind upon 
withdrawal, but the leadership of the army 
of the "Serbian Republic of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina" is unwilling to permit this. 

8. Uncertainly about who exercises politi
cal control over the Serb forces in Bosnia 
and Herzegovina has further complicated the 
situation. The Bosnia and Herzegovina has 
further complicated the situation. The 
Bosnia and Herzegovina Presidency had ini
tially been reluctant to engage in talks on 
these and other issues with the leadership of 
the "Serbian Republic of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina" and insisted upon direct talks 
with the Belgrade authorities instead. A sen
ior JNA representative from Belgrade, Gen
eral Wedeljko Boskovic, has conducted dis
cussions with the Bosnia and Herzegovina 
presidency, but it has become clear that his 
word is not binding on the commander of the 
army of the "Serbian Republic of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina", General Mladic. Indeed, as in
dicated in paragraph 5(b) above, Serb 
irregulars attacked a JNA convoy withdraw
ing from a barracks at Sarajevo on 28 May 
under arrangements negotiated by General 
Boskovic. It also appears that the heavy 
shelling of Sarajevo on the night of 28/29 May 
took place on the orders of General Mladic in 
direct contravention of instructions issued 
by General Boskovic and the JNA leadership 
in Belgrade. 

9. Given the doubts that now exist about 
the ability of the authorities in Belgrade to 
influence General Mladic, who has left JNA, 
efforts have been made by UNPROFOR to ap
peal to him directly as well as through the 
political leadership of the "Serbian Republic 
of Bosnia and Herzegovina". As a result of 
these efforts General Mladic agreed on 30 
May 1992 to stop the bombardment of Sara
jevo. While (it is my hope that the emer
gence of General Mladic and the forces under 
his command as independent actors appar
ently beyond the control of JRA greatly 
complicates the issues raised in paragraph 4 
of Security Council resolution 752 (1992). 
President Izetbegovic has recently indicated 
to senior UNPROFOR officers at Sarajevo 
his willingness to deal with General Mladic 
(but not with the political leadership of the 
"Serbian Republic of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina''. 

10. As regards the withdrawal of elements 
to the Croatian Army now in Bosnia and 
Hersegovina, information currently avail
able in New York suggests that no such with
drawal has occurred. UNPROFOR has re
ceived reliable reports of Croatian Army per
sonnel, in uniform, operating within, and as 
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part of, military formations in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina. The Croatian authorities have 
consistently taken the position that the Cro
atian soldiers in Bosnia and Herzegovina 
have left the Croatian Army and are not sub
ject to its authority. International observers 
do not, however, doubt that portions of 
Bosnia and Herzegovina are under the con
trol of Croatian military units, whether be
longing to the local Territorial Defence, to 
paramilitary groups or to the Croatian 
Army. It is unclear in the circumstances how 
their withdrawal or disbandment, as required 
by the Council, can be achieved. 

II. POSSIBLE INTERNATIONAL ASSISTANCE 
11. Resolution 752 (1992) describes three 

possible alternatives for units of JNA and 
elements of the Croatian Army which are 
now in Bosnia and Herzegovina. They could 
either be withdrawn, or be subject to the au
thority of the Government of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, or be disbanded and disarmed 
with their weapons placed under effective 
international monitoring. 

12. International assistance could play a 
role in implementing each of these alter
natives. However, the provision of such as
sistance would presuppose that the necessary 
agreements had been concluded and that 
they would be respected by all parties, espe
cially of course the commanders of the units 
and elements concerned. Such agreements 
would need to specify clearly exactly which 
military personnel were deemed to be "units 
of JNA" or "elements of the Croatian 
Army". This could present difficulties, given 
both the Croatian position mentioned above 
and, especially, the Belgrade authorities' po
sition that their decision to withdraw JNA 
personnel from Bosnia and Herzegovina does 
not relate to JNA personnel who are citizens 
of that Republic and over whom Belgrade no 
longer exercises constitutional authority. 
Those providing international assistance 
would also need to be given details, accepted 
by the principal parties, of the numbers, lo
cations and armament of all troops to which 
the agreements applied. 

13. The anomalous position of General 
Mladic and the forces under his command, 
who are subject neither to the authority of 
Belgrade nor to that of the Government of 
Bosnia and Herzegovina, will also need to be 
clarified in relation to any agreement. It is 
considered unrealistic to expect that the 
"Army of the Serbian Republic of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina" would be willing to place itself 
under the authority of the Government of 
Bosnia and Herzegovina. Agreement would 
instead need to be sought on the disarming 
and disbandment of this "Army", though 
this is likely to be feasible only in the con
text of an overall political agreement on 
constitutional arrangements for Bosnia and 
Herzegovina. 

14. Provided that the necessary agreements 
were in place, international assistance could 
take various forms. It could, for instance, 
consist of monitoring and verifying imple
mentation of such agreements as have been 
achieved. International military personnel 
could also be deployed to help build con
fidence as the troops concerned were assem
bled and then moved out of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina or to the locations where they 
would pass under the Government's author
ity or be disbanded. This sort of assistance 
has been provided by United Nations mili
tary observers in a number of recent peace
keeping· operations. In · has, however, to be 
repeated that recent experience has indi
cated that less respect is shown for such an 
international presence in former Yugoslavia 
than in other situations where international 
observers have recently played a role. 
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15. In the case of the third option, disband

ing and disarming, international assistance 
could extend beyond monitoring and ver
ification. It would include a role in ensuring 
the security of the arms laid down by the 
disbanded units or elements, e.g., through a 
double lock system, with one lock being con
trolled by the Government of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina (which would, of course, have to 
be agreed by all the parties) and the other by 
the international organization concerned. 
Although it is not specifically mentioned in 
resolution 752 (1992), another possibility 
would be for international troops to under
take the immobilization and/or destruction 
of some or all of the weapons of the dis
banded units or elements. 

III. OBSERVATIONS 
16. The above is a brief survey of how inter

national assistance could be provided to the 
various processes envisaged in paragraph 4 of 
resolution 752 (1992). It assumes that those 
processes would be agreed voluntarily by 
those in political and operational control of 
the troops concerned and that the latter 
would carry out the orders they received. 
Otherwise, it is difficult to see how the solu
tions demanded by the Security Council 
could be achieved. 

17. the Security Council's decision today to 
impose sanctions on the Federal Republic of 
Yugoslavia (Serbia and Montenegro) creates 
a new situation. It is not yet clear what im
plications this will have for the issues dis
cussed in this report. But it is to be hoped 
that this manifestation of the international 
community's determination to end the fight
ing in Bosnia and Herzegovina will make it 
easier to negotiate the necessary agree
ments. 

SECURITY COUNCIL RETHINKS HARSH ANTI
SERB MEASURES 

(By Peter James Spielmann) 
UNITED NATIONS.-An hour after the Secu

rity Council clamped sanctions on Serbia 
over the weekend, it received a report main
taining that Belgrade doesn't control the 
main Serb militia fighting in Bosnia
Herzegovina. 

The report by U.N. Secretary-General 
Boutros Boutros-Ghali and his chief peace
keeper, Marrack Goulding, also said Cro
atian soldiers are involved in the fighting in 
Bosnia. 

Security Council ambassadors are wonder
ing now whether they are too tough on Ser
bia. 

On Saturday, the council voted 13-0, with 
China and Zimbabwe abstaining, to clamp an 
oil embargo, trade sanctions and sports sanc
tions on Serbia and Montenegro, the repub
lics remaining in Yugoslavia. 

A Western diplomat said Wednesday that if 
council members had seen Boutros-Ghali's 
report before the vote, the resolution would 
have barely squeaked through, with perhaps 
10 votes. Nine are needed for adoption. 

More countries would have abstained, and 
it is possible that India or Zimbabwe might 
have voted against it, he said, speaking on 
condition of anonymity. 

The report, made public Wednesday, says 
key Serb-led militia in Sarajevo, Bosnia's 
capital, is apparently no longer controlled by 
Belgrade or the Yugoslav army. The militia 
is under the command of Lt.-Gen. Ratko 
Mladic. 

"We have now got a serious problem," said 
Zimbabwe's ambassador, S.S. Mumbengegwi. 
"The secretary-general has come out with a 
very clear report that Belgrade is no longer 
about to control the Serbs in Bosnia
Herzegovina. 
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"So what are the sanctions going to 

achieve? The whole purposes of the sanctions 
was to get Belgrade to issue instructions to 
the Serbs in Bosnia-Herzegovina to stop 
fighting," he said. 

Most ambassadors still blame Serbia and 
the Bosnian Serb militias for most of the 
fighting in Bosnia. But they are having sec
ond thoughts over the one-sidedness of the 
sanctions. 

" We certainly would have preferred to 
have had that information before discussing 
the draft resolution, " said French Ambas
sador Jean-Bernard Merimee. "But the reso
lution has been voted on. In response we 
have to stick to it." Alluding to Croatia's 
role in Bosnia, Merimee said, "If it is proven 
fact, in the future, -that Croatia refuses to 
abide by what has been requested from all 
the parties . . . at that time the council will 
perhaps meet again . . . to contemplate 
sanctions against the offender." 

The council's president, Belgian Ambas
sador Paul Noterdaeme, would not comment 
on whether Croatia might face sanctions. 
But he rejected the contention that Serbia 
was not responsible for bloodletting in 
Bosnia. 

"They can not let loose all these elements 
and all these soldiers and then say they are 
washing their hands that is not correct," 
Noterdaeme said. 

Council ambassadors questioned the tim
ing of the release of the report, Noterdaeme 
said. But he said the late distribution was 
the result of a technical delay. 

Serbian reporters at the United Nations 
were more skeptical, asserting the delay was 
a deliberate maneuver to maintain anti-Serb 
solidarity until after the vote. 

Boutros-Ghali is due to issue another re
port on Yug·oslavia by June 15, and several 
Western diplomats said Croatia will be risk
ing trouble if it has not withdrawn forces 
from Bosnia by then. 

TRIBUTE TO GERALD L. McKINSEY 

HON. GARY A. CONDIT 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 5, 1992 

Mr. CONDIT. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
honor Modesto chief of police Gerald L. 
McKinsey who will retire later this month after 
serving 37 distinguished years in local law en
forcement. 

Gerald McKinsey is a product of the local 
public school system in central California. He 
graduated from Ceres High School and Mo
desto Junior College. While working on his 
dairy ranch in 1954, he heard a radio ad that 
the Stanislaus County sheriff's office was ac
cepting applications for deputy sheriff. He ap
plied for a position and in January 1955, Mr. 
McKinsey became a deputy sheriff for 
Stanislaus County. In 1958, Mr. McKinsey was 
promoted to sergeant, and served in the patrol 
and administrative divisions of the sheriff's de
partment. As the department's first administra
tive sergeant, Mr. McKinsey initiated the sher
iff's air squadron and the county jail's work fur
lough program. 

In 1963, Gerald McKinsey joined the Mo
desto City Police Department as the captain of 
the patrol division. In 1969, he transferred to 
the administrative division of the department. 
In 1975, he was promoted to assistant chief of 
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police, and in 1976, Gerald McKinsey was 
made Modesto chief of police where he has 
served for the last 16 years. 

Under his watch, Chief McKinsey initiated a 
number of important programs in the Modesto 
Police Department. These include the special 
investigations detail; community service offi
cers; crime prevention unit/neighborhood 
watch; community and problem-oriented polic
ing; drug abuse resistance education [DARE]; 
gang intervention education; school police offi
cers; K-9 unit; equestrian unit; special emer
gency reaction team; crime analysis unit; gang 
violence suppression unit; tactical police/street 
gangs unit; pawn shop detail; identification 
unit. 

Chief McKinsey has been a leader in local 
law enforcement groups including the Re
gional Justice Training Committee where he 
has served as chair; the Stanislaus Drug En
forcement Agency where he served as the op
erations manager; and the Stanislaus County 
Chiefs', Sheriff's and District Attorney's Asso
ciation where he is a past president. 

Chief Gerald McKinsey displays the highest 
standards of integrity, honesty, and dedication 
both to his department and the community it 
serves. Under his direction, the Modesto Po
lice Department has accomplished a major 
transition from a small city police department 
to a law enforcement agency serving the safe
ty needs of the 18th largest city in the State 
of California. We thank him for his great lead
ership for nearly four decades in our commu
nity. 

PEACETIME REGISTRATION STILL 
IMPORTANT 

HON. GERALD B.H. SOLOMON 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday , June 5, 1992 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, as we reau
thorize our National Defense Program I wish 
to mention a seldom noticed but important Na
tional Security Program; Selective Service/ 
Peacetime Registration. 

There are important reasons why the Con
gress should continue to support the Peace
time Selective Registration Program of the Se
lective Service. To begin with, the President, 
the DOD and the congressional authorizing 
committee support the program. 

An adequate armed strength must be main
tained to insure the security of this Nation. 
This strength is best accomplished through 
maintaining a strong Active and Reserve 
Force which in time of emergency can be aug
mented by the Selective Service System. 

The Selective Service System is an integral 
part of our national defense in the event of a 
national emergency. 

Peacetime registration improves military 
readiness by ensuring that the force size is 
rapidly expandable. The international environ
ment is rapidly changing, the threads of East
ern Europe have frayed and it is essential that 
our Armed Forces not only act as a deterrent 
but also have the ability to respond quickly in 
the event of a mobilization. 

The reduced threat of a large scale conven
tional conflict in Europe does not negate the 
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importance of this program. We reinstated the 
draft for Korea and Vietnam. 

After careful evaluation it is clearly apparent 
that it is not only cost effective to maintain a 
selective service but imperative for national 
security. Selective Service is developing stand 
by procedures to deliver personnel for critical 
skill vacancies, such as health care profes
sionals. The bottom line is that peacetime reg
istration is an inexpensive insurance policy 
which will allow us to augment military units in 
an emergency well after the downsizing of our 
Active and Reserve is complete. 

THE ANTI-NATIONAL HEALTH 
INSURANCE ACT 

HON. DAVID DREIER 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 5, 1992 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. Speaker, 
there is one thing that Members on both sides 
of the aisle can agree on: That our health care 
system is in need of serious reform. We agree 
that health care costs are rising out of control, 
and that a growing number of Americans have 
no health insurance at all. However, we dis
agree on the appropriate cure for this national 
malady. 

Despite the claims from some of my col
leagues that the Government can run our 
health care system better and cheaper than 
the private sector, I remain doubtful. As many 
health care experts have pointed out, Govern
ment-run health care would combine the effi
ciency of the Postal Service with the compas
sion of the IRS. 

I believe that a nationalized health care pro
gram is not the best answer. The problems 
Canada and England are facing with national
ized health care should warn us of the difficul
ties of such an approach. High taxes, rationing 
of care, and a lack of high-technology equip
ment characterize the Canadian and British 
systems. 

Proposals for a play or pay health care pro
gram are equally inadequate, as it would lead 
to a de facto Government program. Most large 
businesses would find it easier to pay the 7-
to 8-percent tax to let the Government provide 
health benefits, and small businesses that 
could not afford either health insurance or the 
tax would be driven out of business. 

Mr. Speaker, because I share the dis
satisfaction that many of my colleagues feel 
about these simplistic, yet dangerous ap
proaches to our health care problems, today I 
am introducing H.R. 5335, the "Anti-National 
Health Insurance Act." It uses market mecha
nisms and tax incentives to increase access to 
health care and lower the cost. 

Specifically, the bill creates tax-exempt 
health care spending accounts for employees 
and their families to use on health care costs. 
This is modeled after existing flexible spending 
accounts, with one major difference. To dis
courage overconsumption of health care serv
ices, employees will be able to keep any 
unspent funds at the end of the year to use for 
any purpose, whether to buy a car, make a 
down-payment on a house, or put the money 
into a savings or IRA. 
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For those employees who prefer standard 

health insurance, H.R. 5335 seeks to encour
age the use of lower-cost health plans, par
ticularly managed care plans. It does so by 
limiting the tax exemption for employer-pro
vided benefits to the cost of the most inexpen
sive plan available. Employers may continue 
to offer more expensive plans, but the govern
ment would no longer subsidize costly insur
ance coverage through an unlimited tax ex
emption. 

In addition, H.R. 5335 provides tax credits 
and deductions to low- and moderate-income 
individuals to use to purchase health insur
ance. This provision is modeled after the 
President's comprehensive health reform pro
posal. 

For the self-employed, the bill increases the 
current 25-percent deduction for health care 
costs to 1 00 percent. It is the height of hypoc
risy that large corporations can deduct 1 00 
percent of their health benefit expenses, yet 
small mom and pop operations must bear 
nearly the full brunt of these costs. 

Finally, to address skyroc~eting medical 
malpractice costs, the bill caps noneconomic 
damages at $250,000. It also pre-empts costly 
State mandates for health insurance. Nearly 
1 ,000 State mandates may be responsible for 
up to 30 percent of health insurance costs. 

Mr. Speaker, the stark truth is that the free 
market has not worked with health care be
cause it has not been allowed to work. First, 
most patients lack the necessary expertise to 
make informed decisions about their health 
care purchases. 

Second, because current tax exemptions 
encourage employers to subsidize a range of 
health plans, from expensive fee-for-service 
plans to cost-saving HMO's, employees have 
no incentive to purchase only the most cost
effective health insurance. 

Third, our third-party payer system is a dis
incentive to smart shopping. Because insur
ance pays for most major health care pur
chases, patients are less likely to base their 
purchasing decisions on quality and price. 

H.R. 5335 gives patients access to informa
tion and allows for consumer choice. At the 
same time, it expands access to health care 
and lowers costs. This is a comprehensive so
lution to the deepening crisis in health care. 

Unlike some of the other bills now pending 
before Congress, my bill does not throw the 
baby out with the bathwater. It builds upon the 
strengths of our health care system-undeni
ably the most technologically advanced in the 
world-and expands access and lower costs. 
I urge my colleagues to join me in supporting 
this important legislation. 

"DEMOCRACY" IN CROATIA 

HON. HELEN DEUCH BEN11EY 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 5, 1992 

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, with the situa
tion in Bosnia-Hercegovina dominating the 
news, less attention has been focused on the 
human rights situation in the Republic of Cro
atia. However, unfortunately, the human rights 
problems in Croatia have not gone away. 
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In addition, a recent report by U.N. Sec
retary General Boutros Boutros-Ghali has 
pointed the finger at Zagreb regarding Cro
atian government orchestration of fighting in 
Croatia. The report reads in part: 

As regards the withdrawal of elements of 
the Croatian now in Bosnia and Hercegovina, 
information currently available in New York 
suggests that no withdrawal has occurred. 
UNPROFOR has received reliable reports of 
Croatian Army personnel, in uniform, oper
ating within, and as parts of, military forma
tions in Bosnia and Hercegovina. The Cro
atian authorities have consistently taken 
the position that the Croatian soldiers in 
Bosnia and Hercegovina have left the Cro
atian Army and are not subject to its au
thority. International observers do not, how
ever. doubt that portions of Bosnia and 
Hercegovina are under the control of Cro
atian military units, whether belonging to 
the local Territorial Defense, to para
military groups or to the Croatian Army. 

Mr. Speaker, this is not the only deception 
that is being orchestrated by Mr. Tudjman. An 
article in today's Washington Post, does an 
excellent job of illustrating another deception 
that Mr. Tudjman has perpetrated on the 
world. This is the deception of a democratic 
Croatia. I submit the following article for the 
RECORD: 

[From the Washington Post, June 5, 1992] 
HEARD THE ONE ABOUT FRANJO TUDJMAN? 

(By Peter Maass) 
ZAGREB, CROATIA.-Poking fun at Croatian 

President Franjo Tudjman is no laughing 
matter. 

Just ask Viktor Ivancic. In a satirical 
weekly he edits. Ivancic made a tongue-in
cheek link between Tudjman, Adolf Hitler 
and Joseph Stalin. A few days later, Ivancic 
and his colleagues were notified by the state 
prosecutor's office that they were being in
vestigated for breaking a communist-era law 
that forbids the "spreading of false informa
tion" damaging to the nation. 

They are in the same boat with Tanja 
Torbarina, a popular satirist who made the 
mistake of jokingly comparing Tudjman to 
an "illegal squatter" in political office. Her 
editor at Globus magazine, Denis Kuljis, who 
faces the "false information" charge in a 
separate incident, says he can't believe 
what's happening to his star columnist. "It's 
like prosecuting Art Buchwald," he said. 

The parodies were designed to hig·hlight 
what many here view as Tudjman's authori
tarian tendencies, and they have certainly 
done that, although in a far more personal 
way than the journalists had expected. The 
human-rights group Helsinki Watch has sent 
Tudjman a blistering four-pagt. protest letter 
that accuses his regime of trying to silence 
anti-government journalists and politicians. 

The May 22 letter charged that "members 
of the Croatian government have consist
ently tried to ostracize independent journal
ists, political fig·ures and others by equating· 
their criticism ... to being traitorous to the 
nation or supportive" of neighboring Serbia, 
Croatia's arch-enemy since the breakup last 
year of the old six-republic Yugoslav federa
tion. 

Tudjman, a former general in the Yugoslav 
army for whom charm and patience are not 
strong suits, seems to have shot himself in 
the foot at a moment when everything ap
peared to be going his way. Last week, Cro
atia was admitted to the United Nations. A 
few days later, the U.N. Security Council im
posed tough sanctions on the new Serb-con-
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trolled Yugoslav state as punishment for its 
aggression in former Yugoslav lands. Both 
events seemed to help Tudjman's effort to 
quicken the U.N.-enforced disarmament of 
Serb militia units that occupy a third of Cro
atia. 

Serbia has tried to capitalize on Tudjman's 
insistent nationalism by accusing his gov
ernment of being a fascist reincarnation of 
Croatia's pro-Nazi World War II regime. The 
charges are exaggerated, but even the United 
Nations has accused Croatian military forces 
of serious human rights abuses. 

Here in Zagreb, the Croatian capital, dip
lomats express concern that Tudjman may 
be trying to turn state-run television into a 
one-sided propaganda tool-much as Serbian 
President Slobodan Milosevic has done in 
Belgrade. Also worrisome, they say, are 
some of the president's oddly imperial hab
its, such as his penchant for wearing a regal
looking sash. For his recent trip to the Unit
ed Nations in New York, they noted, the 
president of a financially strapped country of 
4.7 million flew in an expensive private jet 
rather than on a commercial flight. 

Tudjman's latest image problem began a 
month ago when he named Vladimir Seks, a 
right-wing leader of the ruling Croatian 
Democratic Union, as the country's chief 
prosecutor. In one of the ironies that Europe 
is full of these days, Seks is an anti-com
munist dissident turned nationalist, who 
founded the Croatian chapter of Helsinki 
Watch and who now is being criticized by it. 

In an interview, Seks declared that satirist 
Torbarina aimed to "destroy the president's 
authority" and "depict him as a criminal" 
when she mockingly suggested that Tudjman 
is an illegal squatter in the luxurious villa of 
the late Yugoslav leader Marshal Tito. "In
tolerable," Seks said. After being charged, 
Torbarina promptly wrote a column in which 
she offered to provide Tudjman with office 
space in her house. 

Ivancic, Torbarina and the others are 
charged under an infamous law known as Ar
ticle 197, which carries a five-year jail term. 
This is not Ivancic's first scrape with Article 
197; Yugoslavia's communist government 
used it against him twice. The new crack
down is viewed by diplomats and politicians 
here as an attempt to discourage criticism of 
Tudjman in advance of presidential and par
liamentary elections that may be held next 
month. 

But human rights activists here say that 
the government crackdown extends well be
yond journalistic criticism. A leading Serb 
politician in Croatia, Milorad Pupovac, is 
being investigated under Article 197 after he 
said that children in the republic who were 
raised in the Serbian Orthodox Church were 
being forcibly converted to Catholicism. And 
early last month, Zagreb police prevented a 
group of well-known left-wing politicians 
from holding a founding convention for a 
new party. 

What unsettles many observers here is 
that Tudjman's government may not fully 
understand some of the ground rules of de
mocracy. Seks, for example, says he sees 
nothing wrong with Article 197, which Hel
sinki Watch wants repealed because it 
"criminalizes speech.'' 

Seks, who dismissed the Helsinki Watch 
letter as unfounded, contends that Article 
197 does not intimidate journalists. But 
clearly, he said, they cannot compare 
Tudjman to Hitler or Stalin. 

How about Lenin? he was asked. 
"I'm not sure," he said. 
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MIAMI INSTITUTE OF 

PSYCHOLOGY 

HON. ILEANA ROS.LEHTINEN 
OF FL ORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVE S 

Friday , June 5, 1992 
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I would 

like to call my colleagues' attention to the 
Miami Institute of Psychology, a division of the 
Caribbean Center for Advanced Studies, and 
their innovative approach to mental health 
services and education. The Caribbean Center 
and the Miami Institute of Psychology are 
dedicated to providing services and education 
in a way that accepts different behaviors 
based on the social, spiritual, and cultural dif
ferences of the people they serve. With the 
leadership of Dr. Salvador Santiago-Negron, 
president of the Caribbean Center of Ad
vanced Studies, Dr. Evelyn Diaz and Theresa 
Abizu-Diaz of the Miami Institute, the center 
trained 20 percent of the Hispanic clinical psy
chologists who graduated in the United States 
between 1980 and 1990. 

The Caribbean Center for Advanced Studies 
originated in 1966 when the Puerto Rico Insti
tute of Psychology was founded, as the first 
mental health educational institution on the is
land. The few mental health professionals in 
Puerto Rico at that time had been trained off 
the island. 

These professionals created the Puerto Rico 
Institute of Psychology to develop and teach 
theories and practical methods of mental 
health treatment which take into account the 
whole human being as a member of a cultural 
and spiritual community. 

The Miami Institute of Psychology was es
tablished in 1980 to serve the need in the con
tinental United States for graduate psychology 
programs sensitive to cultural issues. The in
stitute and the Caribbean Center for Advanced 
Studies are based on the principle that edu
cation and scientific and professional efforts 
should benefit the individual as a member of 
his own culture, and should promote coopera
tion among all peoples, cultures, and organi
zations that make up the community. 

As part of its service to the community of 
Miami, the Miami Institute of Psychology oper
ates the Goodman Psychological Services 
Center. Under the direction of Dr. Cristina Ri
vera and Dr. Gladys Lorenzo, the Goodman 
Center provides mental health services to indi
gent people and to the criminal justice system, 
as well as offering services on a sliding fee 
scale based on the patient's ability to pay. 

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to commend the 
Caribbean Center for Advanced Studies and 
the Miami Institute of Psychology for their ef
forts to understand each of us on our own 
terms and for trying to help us work together 
to create a better society for all mankind. 

TRIBUTE TO MS. SARAH CARR 

HON. CLYDE C. HOLLOWAY 
OF LOU IS IANA 

IN T HE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Fr iday, June 5, 1992 
Mr. HOLLOWAY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 

with the greatest pride to pay tribute to Ms. 
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Sarah Carr, my constituent, a young lady who 
has done an outstanding job as a congres
sional page, during this, the 1 02d Congress. 
Sarah Carr has demonstrated during her ten
ure as a page to be an industrious young lady, 
anxious and able to serve Members of Con
gress. Mr. Speaker, Sarah Carr is a young 
woman of skill, ability and character. She is a 
credit to her parents, her family, her commu
nity and her State. She will no doubt be 
among our leaders of tomorrow. I am proud to 
salute her today and to wish her the best of 
luck. 

TRIBUTE TO TIM STANLEY AND 
CHANNEL 21 

HON. JAMES A. TRAflCANT, JR. 
OF OHIO 

IN T HE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 5, 1992 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I step for
ward proudly to pay tribute to Tim Stanley and 
channel21. 

Annually, channel 21 participates in the 
American Heart Association's benefit for re
search and awareness. There is much to be 
said for the efforts of this station. It is true that 
channel 21 serves the 17th Congressional 
District and its surroundings everyday with 
pleasant and unpleasant stories. This story, 
however, is the best of them all. The station's 
public service announcements not only im
proves the awareness of the American Heart 
Association's plight to find treatments and 
cures for cardiovascular problems of children 
and adults, but also encourage participation in 
the AHA's campaign. 

Mr. Speaker, I would also like to compliment 
the efforts of Mr. Tim Stanley of channel 21, 
the producer of the PSA's for the AHA. His 
dedication to the cause is nothing less than in
spirational. 

Mr. Speaker, again I offer my compliments 
to the activities of Tim Stanley and channel 21 
in cooperation with the American Heart Asso
ciation. 

CONGRESSMAN KILDE E HONORS 
ILLUSTRIOUS POTENTATE THEO
DORE WARE 

HON. DALE E. KILDEE 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPR ESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 5, 1992 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, it is an honor for 
me to rise before you today to pay tribute to 
Theodore Frederick Ware, the illustrious po
tentate of Oman Temple No. 72. 

Theodore Ware has spent his entire life try
ing to improve the lives of others. His gener
osity and kind spirit have earned him the re
spect of his colleagues in the Flint community 
schools as well as his fellow lodge members. 
His amazing ability to plan, prioritize and im
plement activities, coupled with his dynamic 
personality, has earned him the recognition of 
being one of Flint's most effective leaders. 

Theodore Ware graduated from Savannah 
State College in 1961 with a bachelor of 
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science degree in science education. Mr. 
Ware's continued commitment to personal ex
cellence compelled him to continue his edu
cation at Albany State College, Tuskegee In
stitute, East Texas State University, and North 
Carolina A&T University. In 1983, Theodore 
Ware graduated from Eastern Michigan Uni
versity with a master of arts degree in edu
cational leadership. 

Theodore Ware has a strong personal com
mitment to the positive development of our 
Nation's youth. In fact, his entire professional 
life has been spent pursuing this goal. Upon 
graduation from college in 1961, Theodore 
Ware was hired by the Burke County Board of 
Education in Waynesboro, GA. In 1962, Mr. 
Ware accepted a position with the Telfair 
County Board of Education in McRae, GA. 

In 1963, Mr. Ware was hired by the Russell 
County, AL, Board of Education. He worked 
as a teacher of math, health, and music in 
Phoenix City, AL, until 1968 when he left to 
become the associate district executive for the 
Boy Scouts of America in New Brunswick, NJ. 
Theodore Ware worked for the Boy Scouts for 
the next 3 years and was selected district ex
ecutive in 1970. In 1971, Mr. Ware moved to 
my hometown of Flint, Ml, to work for the 
General Motors Institute as a marketing and 
sales instructor. He worked for GMI until 1974 
when he left to become a math and science 
teacher for Flint community schools. 

In the many offices he has held while a 
member of Oman Temple No. 72, culminating 
with his election to illustrious potentate, Theo
dore Ware has worked tirelessly toward the 
-improvement of our community. He is involved 
in a number of organizations including: The 
Urban League of Flint, Impact Northwest, 
Genesee County Democratic Party, Michigan 
Education Association, National Education As
sociation, United Teachers of Flint, Michigan 
Mathematics Teachers Association, National 
Association for the Advancement of Colored 
People, First Trinity Baptist Church, John W. 
Stevenson Lodge No. 56 F&AM, Flint Chapter 
No. 17 H.R.A.M.-P.H.P., Omega Council No. 
30 R.S.M. and the Tri-Cities Commandry 
Knights Templar. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask you and my fellow Mem
bers of Congress to join me in honoring the Il
lustrious potentate, Mr. Theodore Ware. His 
commitment to making this Nation a better 
place to live will inspire many for years to 
come. 

BEWARE OF FALSE GODS IN RIO 

HON. JOHN J. DUNCAN, JR. 
OF TENNESSEE 

IN T HE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 5, 1992 
Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, the more we 

learn about global warming, the more we real
ize that it either does not exist or that what lit
tle warming there is probably is beneficial to 
mankind. 

Because the threat of global warming is the 
main concern of the so-called Earth summit in 
Rio, I would like to call the attention of my col
leagues to an editorial and an article from the 
June 2 edition of the Wall Street Journal. 

BEWARE OF F ALSE G ODS IN R IO 

(F orty-six prominent scientists a nd intel
lectuals in the U.S., including 27 Nobel Pri ze 
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winners, have joined 218 scientists in other 
countries in an appeal to the heads of state 
attending the Earth summit in Rio this 
week. They call their petition the Heidelberg 
Appeal, after a conference held in Heidel
berg, Germany, in April on hazardous sub
stance use. 

(The full text is below, followed by the 
names of the U.S. signers.) 

The undersigned members of the inter
national scientific and intellectual commu
nity share the objectives of the "Earth Sum
mit," to be held at Rio de Janeiro under the 
auspices of the United Nations, and support 
the principles of the following declaration. 

We want to make our full contribution to 
the preservation of our common heritage, 
the Earth. 

We are however worried, at the dawn of the 
twenty-first century, at the emergence of an 
irrational ideology which is opposed to sci
entific and industrial progress and impedes 
economic and social development. 

We contend that a Natural State, some
times idealized by movements with a tend
ency to look toward the past, does not exist 
and has probably never existed since man's 
first appearance in the biosphere, insofar as 
humanity has always progressed by increas
ingly harnessing Nature to its needs and not 
the reverse. 

We fully subscribe to the objectives of a 
scientific ecology for a universe whose re
sources must be taken stock of, monitored 
and preserved. 

But we herewith demand that this stock
taking, monitoring and presevation be 
founded on scientific criteria and not on ir
rational preconceptions. 

We stress that many essential human ac
tivities are carried out either by manipulat
ing hazardous substances or in their proxim
ity, and that progress and development have 
always involved increasing control over hos
tile forces, to the benefit of mankind. 

We therefore consider that scientific ecol
ogy is no more than an extension of this con
tinual progress toward the improved life of 
future generations. 

We intend to assert science's responsibility 
and duties toward society as a whole. 

We do however forewarn the authorities in 
charge of our planet's destiny against deci
sions which are supported by psuedo-sci
entific arguments or false and non-relevant 
data. 

We draw everybody's attention to the abso
lute necessity of helping poor countries at
tain a level of sustainable development 
which matches that of the rest of the planet, 
protecting them from troubles and dangers 
stemming from developed nations, and 
avoiding their entanglement in a web of un
realistic obligations which would com
promise both their independence and their 
dignity. 

The greatest evils which stalk our Earth 
are ignorance and oppression, and not 
Science, Technology and Industry whose in
struments, when adequately managed, are 
indispensable tools of a future shaped by Hu
manity, by itself and for itself, overcoming 
major problems like overpopulation, starva
tion and worldwide diseases. 

Bruce N. Ames, director, National Insti
tute of Environmental Health Sciences Cen
ter, Berkeley; 

Philip W. Anderson, Nobel (Physics), de
partment of physics, Princeton; 

Christian B. Anfinsen, Nobel (Chemistry), 
biologist, Johns Hopkins; 

Julius Axelrod, Nobel (Medicine), Labora
tory of Cell Biology, National Institute of 
Mental Health; 
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Samuel H. Barondes, Langley Porter Psy

chiatric Institute; 
Baruj Benacerraf, Nobel (Medicine), Na

tional Medal of Science, Dana-Farber Inc.; 
Hans Albrecht Bethe, Nobel (Physics), 

Newman Laboratory of Nuclear Studies, Cor
nell; 

Nicolaas Bloembergen, Nobel (Physics), 
Harvard; 

Thomas R. Cech, Nobel (Chemistry), Uni
versity of Colorado; 

Stanley Cohen, Nobel (Medicine), professor 
of biochemistry, Vanderbilt; 

Morton Corn, director of Environmental 
Health Engineering, Johns Hopkins; 

Erminie Costa, director, Fidia-Georgetown 
Institute for Neurosciences, Georgetown 
Medical School; 

Gerard Debreu, Nobel (Economics), profes
sor emeritus of economics, University of 
California; 

Carl Djerrassi, professor of chemistry, 
Stanford, U.S. Academy of Sciences; 

Leon Eisenberg, professor of social medi
cine, Harvard; 

Ivar Giaever, Nobel (Physics), professor of 
physics, Rennselaer Polytechnic Institute; 

Donald A. Glaser, Nobel (Physics), physi
cist, University of California; 

Roger Guillemin, Nobel (Medicine), Whit
tier Institute; 

Dudley R. Herschbach, Nobel (Chemistry), 
professor of science, Harvard; 

Ronald Hoffmann, Nobel (Chemistry), pro
fessor of chemistry, Cornell; 

Jerome Karle, Nobel (Chemistry), chief sci
entist, U.S. Naval Research Laboratory; 

Wen Hsiung Kuo, Department of Sociology, 
University of Utah; 

Abel Lajtha, director, Center for 
Neurochemistry, The N.S. Kline Institute for 
Psychiatric Research; 

M. Daniel Lane, director, Department of 
Biochemistry, Johns Hopkins; 

Arthur M. Langer, director, Environmental 
Science Laboratory, Institute of Applied 
Science, Brooklyn College; 

Yuan T. Lee, Nobel (Chemistry), Depart
ment of Chemistry, University of California, 
Berkeley; 

Wassily Leontief, Department of Econom
ics, NYU; 

Richard S. Lindzen, U.S. National Acad
emy of Sciences, MIT; 

Harold Linstone, professor emeritus of sys
tems science, Portland State University; 

William N. Lipscomb, Nobel (Chemistry), 
Department of Chemistry, Harvard; 

Brooke T. Mossman, professor of pathol
ogy, University of Vermont; 

Joseph E. Murray, Nobel (Medicine), pro
fessor emeritus of surg·ery, Harvard; 

Daniel Nathans, Nobel (Medicine), profes
sor, Johns Hopkins; 

Robert P . Nolan, Environmental Science 
Laboratory, Institute of Applied Science, 
Brooklyn College; 

Linus Pauling, Nobel (Chemistry, Peace), 
Linus Pauling Institute of Science and Medi
cine; 

Arno A. Penzias, Nobel (Physics), Bell Lab
oratories; 

Malcolm Ross, Research Mineralogist, U.S. 
Geological Survey; 

Jonas Salk, professor in International 
Health Sciences, The Sarl Institute for Bio
logical Studies; 

Joseph F. Sayegh, research scientist, N.S. 
Kline Institute for Psychiatric Research; 

'Elie Shneour, director of Biosystems Insti
tutes Inc.; 

Charles Townes, Nobel (Physics), physicist, 
University of California; 

Harold E. Varmus, Nobel (Medicine), 
microbiologist, University of California; 
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Thomas Huckle Weller, Nobel (Medicine), 

professor emeritus, Harvard; 
Elie Wiesel, Nobel (Peace), Boston Univer

sity; 
Torsten N. Wiesel, Nobel (Medicine), Presi

dent, Rockefeller University; 
Robert W. Wilson, Nobel (Physics), head, 

physics research department, AT&T Bell 
Laboratories 

SAVE THE PEOPLE 

When the leaders of the Third World report 
home on this week's Earth Summit in Rio, 
we wonder how many people in those coun
tries will be told that what many of the well
educated earth summiteers want less of is 
Third World people. 

Population control is at the center of a re
port commissioned, not surprisingly, by the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency on 
global warming. That is, the study, con
ducted by 50 scientists from 18 countries, 
says that the main answer to global warming 
is fewer people. 

According to the three-year study, led by 
Oxford University and the Goddard Institute 
for Space Studies, by the year 2060 a billion 
people will go hungry because of global 
warming, the theory that says emissions of 
carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases 
are causing the Earth's temperature to rise. 
Further, global warming will cause these 
countries' grain production to fall, increas
ing prices by between 25% and 150%. Oxford's 
Martin Parry asserts, "The most effective 
method of avoiding this outcome would be 
accelerated reduction in population growth 
in developing countries." 

In the perfervid world of the Global 
Warmies the phenomenon being described 
here has come to be known as "the famine 
factor." But it looks to us as if the global 
warming crowd is getting desperate for allies 
if it is now adopting the rhetoric of the popu
lation controllers. On the other hand, maybe 
this marriage was inevitable. Neither side 
blinks at using legislative fiat to order up 
the most fundamental sort of change in the 
lives of a nation's people . We're right; do 
what we say. 

But are they right? Julian Simon, a popu
lation expert at the University of Maryland, 
wonders what the fuss is all about. "The fact 
is, more C02 makes plants grow better," he 
says. "The world should be singing halle
lujah for the C02. Global warming is at 
worst a matter of controversy. The con
troversy seems to be tilting toward those 
who say it's no problem." 

Dennis Avery, a senior fellow at the Indi
anapolis-based Hudson Institute and in inter
national agriculture expert, says, "warmer, 
wetter and a higher level of C02- this is 
plant heaven." Heaven, however, is not a 
word he applies to the Warmies. "I'm ex
tremely wary of the scare tactics that are 
being used by the environmental move
ment, " he says. 

Indeed, global warming and the "famine 
factor" are not borne out by the facts. Com
puter models that had predicted tempera
tures rising six degrees Celsius over the next 
century and the oceans rising· 16 feet have 
been superseded by more precise models that 
show no such thing. A recent study by the 
British government's Meteorological Office 
said that temperatures might rise only 1.5 
degrees Celsius over the next 70 years. 

Indeed, the idea of exploding population 
growth has itself come under fire recently. 
According to the World Bank, population 
gTowth rates in developing countries have 
actually fallen 35% since 1965. This is "most
ly because of affluence," Mr. Avery says. 
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Along· with economic growth usually comes 
not only larger emissions of carbon dioxide 
and other greenhouse gases but also a better 
standard of living and lower birth rates, not 
to mention more research to correct environ
mental problems. 

Mr. Avery, however, asks the most obvious 
question that the population-control crowd 
never quite faces squarely: "How in the 
world are we going to control Third World 
populations? We have no way of controlling 
birth rates, except making these people bet
ter off. The environmentalists are saying we 
need to stop their economies. They say, 'We 
are going to stop them in their tracks, we 
are going to make them happy with their 
primitive cultures.' I think they have an in
stinctive fear of being overrun. It's the most 
elitist populist movement I've ever seen." 

There have been Western elites in the past 
who believed that the hordes of humanity in 
developing countries should be beaten back 
and controlled. Following in their footsteps 
today are the environmental elites who want 
to prevent the Third World's economies from 
ever using the industrial techniques that 
will make them First World economies. 
They'll do this by imposing an international 
tax on carbon dioxide emissions and a freeze 
on human procreation. And all of this will 
fly under the banner of global warming. It's 
not very attractive. 

Still, we can put in one good word for the 
EPA's study. The scientists also concluded 
that one solution to the world's future prob
lems is full trade liberalization. That's a 
goal worth fighting for. In fact, the people 
who put so much energy now into control
ling family size would find themselves on 
more defensible moral ground if they spent 
equal energy on the cause of breaking down 
barriers to the productive efforts of the 
Third World's people. But we don't expect to 
hear much about trade liberalization in Rio. 
That's about "saving the Earth." 

THE RETIREMENT OF ELIZABETH 
KOELLING LEWIS FROM THE 
BEVERLEY HILLS UNITED METH
ODIST CHURCH 

HON. JAMFS P. MORAN, JR. 
OF VIRGINIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 5, 1992 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
recognition of the 31 years of service put forth 
by a resident of northern Virginia, Elizabeth 
Koelling Lewis, to the Beverley Hills United 
Methodist Church of Alexandria. 

Mrs. Lewis settled in Arlington, VA following 
her husband's discharge from the U.S. Army 
in 1954, and in 1960 became the music direc
tor at Beverley Hills United Methodist Church 
in Alexandria. Later, in 1973, she became 
choral director at Wakefield High School and 
Barcroft Elementary School, a position she 
held until retiring from the school system in 
1985. 

In 1962, Elizabeth began giving individual 
private vocal lessons to a number of students 
in the Arlington area, a practice which she 
continues to this day, considering it a most re
warding part of her musical life. It should be 
easy to understand how her teaching sched
ule, in conjunction with raising a family, made 
her life not only rewarding but also crowded 
with music and home activities over the years. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

Add to this several years as contralto soloist 
with the Washington Street Methodist Church 
in Alexandria and memberships in the Ron 
Freeman Chorale, the Choral Arts Society, the 
alumni chapter of Sigma Alpha Lata, a na
tional music honor society, and in the Friday 
Morning Music Club, and the abundance of 
her professional and home existence is evi
dent. 

Elizabeth has now joined her husband in re
tirement at the conclusion of her 31st year of 
continuous service at Beverley Hills United 
Methodist Church. She thinks back with 
warmth and nostalgia of her years of music 
making with the church choir and the mean
ingful relationships she formed throughout this 
period. 

Mrs. Lewis is a wonderful example of the 
dedicated civic-oriented people that make 
northern Virginia such a terrific place to live. 
All of us wish her the very best upon her re
tirement. 

HARIOD BETHEA 

HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 5, 1992 

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, I rise to pay trib
ute to a recently departed resident of Brook
lyn, NY, Hariod Bethea. 

"Uncle Harry," as he was affectionately 
known, was a native of Latta, SC, and a long
time resident of New York City. Hariod was an 
active member of the Bronx Crawford A.M.E. 
Church. In commemoration of his life as a 
warm, caring, and generous member of his 
church and community, his two nieces, Karen 
Harden Diaz and Tawana Johnson, wrote the 
following poems that I would like to share with 
my colleagues in memory of Hariod Bethea. 
And when my journey on earth is done, 
When I've reached the setting of life's sun, 
May my weary soul look up 
And rise to my home above, beyond the skies 
Where I may then behold thy face 
And hold an everlasting place, 
Somewhere in that great paradise 
Near my Lord and Savior Jesus Christ. 

Love can be special 
Love can be sweet 

-KAREN HARDEN DIAZ. 

But a special love is incomplete, 
Unless we have the love of our Uncle Harry 

to make it unique. 
-TAWANA JOHNSON, age 9. 

PREMONITIONS OF WHITE MAN IN 
INDIAN CULTURES II 

HON. ENI F.H. FALEOMAVAEGA 
OF AMERICAN SAMOA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 5, 1992 

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker, 
through Public Law 102-188 (S.J. Res. 217, 
H.J. Res. 342), Congress and the President 
designated 1992 as the Year of the American 
Indian. This law pays tribute to the people who 
first inhabited the land now known as the con
tinental United States. Although only symbolic, 
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this gesture is important because it shows 
there is sympathy in the eyes of a majority of 
both Houses of the Congress for those Indian 
issues which we as a Congress have been 
struggling with for over 200 years. In support 
of the Year of the American Indian, and as 
part of my ongoing series this year, I am pro
viding for the consideration of my colleagues 
a story told by Norval Morriseau, a member of 
the Ojibway Tribe, as published in a book enti
tled "Native American Testimony." The story 
speaks of seeing things later brought to the 
American Indians by the white man. 

VISITORS FROM REA VEN 
The artist Norval Morriseau painted a 

colorful mural that covered an entire wall of 
the Indians of Canada pavilion at Montreal's 
1967 Exposition. But Morriseau, or Copper 
Thunderbird as he is known in his native 
Ojibway language, is a writer as well as a 
painter. In his book, Legends of My People, 
the Great Ojibway, he narrates his grand
father's story of the conjuring of mysterious 
fabrics that presaged the white man's com
ing. 

The "shaking tent" performance he de
scribes here was unique to the ceremonial
ism of the subarctic peoples. Inside the en
closure's skin or bark covering, the medicine 
man communicated with spirits who entered 
and left through a single opening at the top; 
those gathered outside witnessed the spirits 
shaking the tent and heard their eerie 
voices. 

The Hudson's Bay Company mentioned in 
the selection was originally chartered in 1670 
by English traders who were anxious to gain 
control of the traffic in beaver pelts. The 
company grew to dominate commerce in 
frontier Canada. 

This story was told by my grandfather 
many years ago. 

One time, about two hundred years ago, in 
a place called Fort Hope, Ontario, there was 
a settlement of Ojibway Indians where there 
was a medicine man who brought visitors 
from heaven to a huge wigwam shaped like a 
beaver house. Each spring the medicine man 
would make this great wigwam and place 
holes in the top and sides, so that the great 
wind, if it blew on the top, would also blow 
out the sides. 

After everyone was seated in a big circle 
about ten feet from the tent, the medicine 
man inside would speak to the people outside 
and would say, "Now we shall have visitors 
again," and begin to pound his medicine 
drum. The great skies were clear, and there 
was no wind. 

All of a sudden a wind was heard to blow 
from the heavens and into the top of the wig
wam, and from the holes on the sides came a 
refreshing breeze. In mid-air a rustle of peo
ple was heard, but none were seen. Everyone 
was now looking and listening, and from in
side the wigwam people, men and women, 
were heard talking. The medicine man inside 
spoke to the Indians without, saying, "Our 
visitors are here. Listen. " 

In those days the Indian people had never 
seen silk or satin, for everyone wore buck
skin clothing. From the side of the opening 
on the wigwam appeared the finest silk in 
colors of red and blue and white. These, the 
Ojibway Indians believe, were the dresses of 
the visitors. The material came from the 
sides of the wigwam because the wind was 
blowing from heaven into the open top, forc
ing some of the clothing worn by the visitors 
to appear on the sides. After about an hour 
the drum was beaten again and the visitors 
were heard to leave. Everyone looked at the 
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top, but nothing was to be seen and every
thing became quiet. Then the medicine man 
appeared at the door of the wigwam and 
spoke to his people, "My people, you have 
again seen and heard our visitors from heav
en. Next spring we shall invite them again." 

The old lady who told this to my grand
father about fifty years ago was very old; she 
was ninety-nine. She said, "We were all sur
prised, not at the great magic but at the ma
terial we saw at that time. For everyone 
then wore buckskin clothing and no silk or 
satin was known to the Indians. Afterwards, 
when the Hudson's Bay Company came to us, 
they brought with them the material we had 
previously seen and touched, that had blown 
out of the great medicine lodge." 

NORVAL MORRISEAU, 
Ojibway. 

DENY CffiNA MOST-FAVORED
NATION TRADE TREATMENT 

HON. GERALD B.H. SOLOMON 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESE;NTATIVES 

Friday, June 5, 1992 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, the President 
recently informed this body that he plans to 
extend China's MFN status for another year, 
claiming that it is the best way to support eco
nomic and political reform in the world's most 
populous country. In both 1990 and 1991, 
over 200 Members of this Congress voted to 
deny the issuance of the M FN trade status to 
the People's Republic of China. These deci
sions were reached after a careful examina
tion of the economic and political situation ex
isting in the People's Republic of China. Once 
again, we are being called upon to determine 
the future benefits of such a trade agreement. 
I would contend that the liabilities of such an 
agreement strongly outweigh any assets 
gained by it. Consequently, I am introducing a 
bill which will disapprove the President's rec
ommendation for an extension of the MFN 
trade status to the People's Republic of China 
for another year. The bill's denial will send a 
strong signal in support of the respect for 
human rights and personal freedoms and will 
be more consistent with our Nation's goals 
and principles. 

The Jackson-Vanik statute, section 402 of 
the Trade Act of 1974, specifies that MFN sta
tus is reserved for nations with free and open 
emigration practices and respect for human 
rights or whose policies are moving definitively 
in the free and open direction. Since 1980, ad
ministrations have granted MFN status to the 
People's Republic of China in hopes of en
couraging the country to adopt emigration and 
human rights policies consistent with the Jack
son-Vanik requirements. However, in retro
spect, the People's Republic of China's se
verely restrictive emigration practices coupled 
with the atrocities it perpetrated at Tiananmen 
Square in 1989, provide sufficient evidence 
that the carrot approach does not work with 
the repressive People's Republic of China re
gime. Despite these conclusions the MFN sta
tus has continually been granted to this nation. 

When you review the promises made by the 
Government of the People's Republic of China 
last November, in regard to human rights is
sues, it demonstrates the People's Republic of 
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China's continued disregard and lack of re
spect for international agreements. Other vio
lations include the proliferation of nuclear tech
nology to nations in the Third World, the sys
tematic exploitation of the labor of prisoners to 
produce cheap products for export, the 
schemes of Chinese textile companies to cir
cumvent United States Custom regulations 
and trade laws, and China's widespread soft
ware piracy costing American companies $400 
million a year. 

Attempting to push the People's Republic of 
China to reform through the issuance of this 
trade status, has not brought about reform but 
instead has allowed these abuses to perpet
uate and continue relatively unchecked. The 
extension of the MFN status to the People's 
Republic of China will in effect be an exten
sion of the perpetuation of the economic and 
human rights violations which we as a nation 
in principle and in practice are so firmly 
against. 

TRIBUTE TO JOANN LENNIER 

HON. GARY A. CONDIT 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 5, 1992 
Mr. CONDIT. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 

honor one of my constituents, Jo Ann Lennier 
of Patterson, CA. Ms. Lennier was recognized 
yesterday by Secretary of Energy James Wat
kins at an awards ceremony for her outstand
ing community service. 

Ms. Lennier works as a computer support 
technician at the Lawrence Livermore National 
Laboratory. But Ms. Lennier also volunteers 
each Thursday night at the Veterans' Adminis
tration Nursing Home in Livermore assisting in 
recreational activities for the patients. She is 
also a soccer coach to young boys teaching 
good sportsmanship and teamwork. 

Ms. Lennier was one of the other Depart
ment of Energy employees from across the 
Nation who were awarded the Secretary's 
Community Service Award yesterday. We 
should salute all of these fine Federal Govern
ment employees who are volunteering their 
time to help others in their communities. We 
can all learn by the example they are setting. 

CONGRESSMAN KILDEE HONORS 
THE OPENING OF THE FLOYD J. 
McCREE HEALTH AND HUMAN 
SERVICES BUILDING 

HON. DALE E. KILDEE 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 5, 1992 
Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in the 

House of Representatives to honor the open
ing of the Floyd J. McCree Health and Human 
Services Building in my hometown of Flint, MI. 

Mr. Speaker, there are currently 37 million 
Americans that do not have health care cov
erage. I strongly believe our Government must 
take the necessary steps to ensure that these 
people receive proper health care. Many local 
governments are desperately trying to provide 
some assistance to help these individuals. 
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That is why I am so pleased that the Floyd 
J. McCree Health and Human Services Build
ing will be opening in Flint. This unique facility 
was established to provide comprehensive 
health care to the medically underserved 
areas of Flint. I want to congratulate the Gen
esee County Health Department, St. Joseph 
Health Systems, Matt Children's Health Cen
ter, and Hurley Medical Center for their coop
erative efforts in making this facility a reality. 
As a result, persons living in this neighbor
hood will be able to receive all types of medi
cal services, including prenatal, pediatric, and 
adult general care. 

In addition to health care services, clients 
will be able to obtain emergency services at 
the same location. Since 1985, the Genesee 
County Community Action Agency has as
sisted with emergency food, clothing, and 
housing needs, and these services will con
tinue to be offered. In conjunction with this ef
fort, the neighborhood councils will continue to 
identify the greatest problems facing the com
munity. Organizers of this project hope to 
have this facility linked with other organiza
tions in the area to expand and vary the types 
of services provided. 

Among the targeted client population this fa
cility will serve is pregnant women. The health 
facility has a Material Support Services Pro
gram, where a pregnant woman can be coun
seled by a nurse, a nutritionist, and a social 
worker about prenatal care and the Women 
Infants and Children [WIG] Program. And once 
the baby is born, pediatric services will be pro
vided to the child, while the mother will receive 
general medical care. 

The building which houses the center is a 
renovated theater that bears the name of one 
of the finest persons I have ever met, Mr. 
Floyd J. McCree. Floyd McCree was a dear 
friend of mine and a tireless activist who 
steadfastly worked to improve human dignity 
in our community. He was the first black 
mayor of a major city in the United States, and 
his leadership and dedication to public service 
is unmatched. I deeply believe that this health 
facility is a fitting tribute to a person who 
worked so hard to improve the quality of life 
of the people of Flint. I know that Floyd is 
smiling down upon all of us with approval at 
this facility that proudly bears his name. 

Mr. Speaker, it is with great pride that I ask 
you and my fellow Members of Congress to 
recognize the dedicated staff and agencies 
that were integral in making the Floyd J. 
McCree Health and Human Services Building 
possible. Their commitment to providing qual
ity health care to those who are most eco
nomically vulnerable in our society deserves 
our commendation and support. 

PASS H.R. 1430 

HON. PETER H. KOSTMA YER 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 5, 1992 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Mr. Speaker, George 
Frisbee used to work at a Cracker Barrel Res
taurant in Tallahassee, FL. His job ended 
when he was called into the restaurant on his 
day off and was met in the parking lot by his 
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boss who told George that he had no choice 
but to terminate him. 

Samuel Hare worked for Cracker Barrel in 
North Carolina; he was in line for a promotion 
to management. He went in one day to see 
the schedule for the next week only to find his 
name wasn't on it. The manager told him to 
come in the next day and they'd put him on 
the schedule. Mr. Hare went in the next day, 
but he was not put on the schedule-he was 
fired. 

Cheryl Summerville worked for Cracker Bar
rel as a cook for nearly 4 years until one day, 
without notice, she was handed a notice of 
termination. 

All of these people were fired from Cracker 
Barrel restaurants for the same reason. They 
are gay. 

Cheryl Summerville's termination notice 
said, ''This employee is being terminated due 
to violation of company policy. The employee 
is gay." 

When Samuel Hare's manager asked him if 
he was gay, Sam refused to lie about himself 
and said yes. The manager replied, "If you're 
gay, you're fired." 

Mr. Frisbee's manager told him, "It has re
cently come to my attention that you are a ho
mosexual, and since it is against our policy to 
hire them, we're going to have to terminate 
you." 

The Governor of Alabama last month signed 
a law prohibiting any State-funded college or 
university from allowing any homosexual stu
dent group from using school facilities, even 
though the group consists of tuition-paying 
students at the university. 

Even. the Federal Government continues a 
policy of harassment of gays and lesbians. A 
couple of weeks ago we read of the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency [FEMA] 
pressuring a gay employee for a list of other 
homosexual employees. The military, sup
ported by the Bush administration, but not the 
American public, maintains its ban on homo
sexuals in the armed service. 

Between 197 4 and 1991, the Pentagon 
spent nearly $300 million recruiting, training, 
investigating, and dismissing about 23,000 gay 
and lesbian soldiers. 

The President could change all of this with 
the stroke of a pen. Yet, he refuses. 

In fact, the Republican Party platform com
mittee, meeting in Salt Lake City, recently re
fused to hear from gay and lesbian members 
of their own party wishing to testify on the 
platform. 

If Cracker Barrel, FEMA, Alabama, . or the 
U.S. military behaved as they did because of 
the religion, race, or se.x of people, the Fed
eral Department of Justice would come tp the 
rescue. 

Homosexuals do not have that protection in 
America today. 

It is about time they got it, Mr. Speaker. 
Congress must pass the lesbian and gay 

civil rights bill, H.R. 1430, so the wide$pread 
discrimination based on sexual orientation is 
outlawed. 

In a famOU$ study by Dr. Kenneth Clark, 
black children are shown black and white dolls 
and, wh.en asked to separate the pretty dolls 
from the ugly ones, nearly all the black chil
dren choose the white ones as pretty, the 
black ones as ugly. That same lqss of self-es-

59-059 0-97 Vol. 138 (Pt. 10) 22 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

teem which is the fundamental result of racism 
and sexism in America is the cause of the 
self-hate so many gay and lesbian Americans 
feel. 

Unlike the civil rights movement of the fifties 
and sixties, and the women's suffrage move
ment, the movement for equal treatment of ho
mosexuals does not have the support of major 
institutions in this country . . The church, the 
Congress, and the media all have turned their 
backs on America's gay and lesbian citizens. 

While attitudes won't change overnight, we 
in Congress have a responsibility to move our 
country toward that day. 

Mr. Speaker, it's time for the House of Rep
resentatives to act by passing H.R. 1430. 

THE NAVAL ELECTRONIC SYS
TEMS ENGINEERING ACTIVITY 
[NESEA] 

HON. HELEN DEUCH BENUEY 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 5, 1992 

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, I want to take 
this opportunity to recognize the Naval Elec
tronics Systems Engineering Activity [NESEA] 
in St. Inigoes, MD as a national strategic 
asset. Time and again, this activity has proven 
its value in support of our national interests. 

At the strategic level, NESEA has won the 
coveted AEGIS Award for excellence an un
precedented nine times. This program involves 
planning, assembling, testing, and installation 
of entire communications suites for the AEGIS 
class of cruiser and destroyers. In addition, 
NESEA provides comprehensive training to 
ship crew members, using the very same 
equipment which will be installed on their ves
sels at NESEA facilities in Maryland. 

NESEA directly supports our critical special 
operations forces with very specialized light
weight, rugged communications gear for use 
by parachutists, and Navy Seal's engaged in 
underwater operations. NESEA has provided 
unparalleled support to Seal's, Special Forces, 
Rangers, Air Commandos, and our counter
terrorist forces. And we should not forget that 
NESEA communications know-how was with 
our forces during the Panama Operation and 
Desert Storm. 

Mr. Speaker, NESEA's reputation is such 
that numerous government agencies have 
sought assistance from NESEA regarding their 
own specialized communications/electronics 
problems. Furthermore, NESEA has provided 
a broad base of support to various agencies 
involved in the war on drugs. In support of the 
executive branch, NESEA engineers often as
sist the U.S. Secret Service with very unique 
communications problems. 

NESEA is also actively ef)gaged in security 
assistance programs-working with various 
foreign countries on problems which often in
volve the integration of obsolete, nonstandard 
equipfTient with items our Nation provides 
thrpugh the security assistance program. 
NESEA's participation in the DOD sponsored 
West African Coastal Surveillance Program 
was an excellent example of innovative uses 
of security assistance to further our national 
interests. 
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NESEA has led the way in the use of adapt

ive engineering, oftentimes modifying commer
cial equipment for operational use. This, in 
turn, has shaved years off the waiting list for 
many of our operational units. Other major ad
vances have involved the introduction of inno
vative energy and battery ·sources. One of 
these items was a family of rechargeable lead 
acid batteries deemed critical to certain mili
tary systems during the war with Iraq. 

Operating with 475 military and civilian per
sonnel, and acting in concert with several 
thousand civilian defense firms, NESEA could 
very well be the model for our future defense 
agencies-small, complex, highly flexible, and 
cost effective. However, its compact size con
tinues to make it a tempting target for conven
tional military consolidators, most recently dur
ing the base closure and relocation reviews of 
1991. Once members of the bipartisan Com
mission realized that the Navy proposal for re
moving and relocating NESEA was both dupli
cative and terribly costly, N ESEA was re
moved from the relocation list. It was only 
through an eleventh hour intervention by dili
gent Commission members that the closure of 
this strategic national asset was suspended. 
Hopefully, this issue will not be revisited. 

TRIBUTE TO THE 1992 ITT 
GRADUATES 

HON. JAMFS A. TRAflCANT, JR. 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 5, 1992 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased 
to announce the names of this year's grad
uates from ITT Technical Institute in my 17th 
District of Ohio. They include: 

Cathy Agler, Joseph Balog, Crystal Bevly, 
Michael Biego,' Carolyn Boyce, Pia Bufford, 
Frances Burgoon, Geoffrey Clarke, Jeff Coo
per, Rebecca Crago, Mark Davidson, Julie 
Davis, Hilda DeJesus, Lynn Doone, Traci 
Durkovic, Tracy Frenzel. 

Lewis Fry, Derek Fumerola, Gene Gibbons, 
Richard Hubbard, Carrie Hudak, Renee 
Jarvela, Sean Javorsky, Kimberly Johnson, 
Dennis Keith, Daniel Kish, Cristina Kobus, 
George LaRosa, Brian Lengyl, John Lesko II, 
Derrick Mcintosh, Kimberly Mellott. 

Andrea Menendez, Mark Menendez, Joel 
Miller, Kevin Mortimer, Darla Nail, Timothy 
Peairs, Scott Reedy, Theresa Rose, Melissa 
Santell, Lori Sebest, Bruce Shearer, Renee 
Shoaf-Neely, Pamela Stepo, Deann Yoho. 

Exuberently, Mr. Speaker, I congratulate 
these individuals for their efforts and com
pliment each of them as dedicated individuals. 

The ITT Technical Institute educates its stu
dents with a well developed and focused cur
riculum. These graduates represent the best 
that this school has to offer, and I am honored 
to have spoken at their graduation. It was my 
pleasure to be a part of the ceremony. 
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INFORMED FAMILIES HELPS 

PEACE CHILD MIAMI PROGRAM 
SWEEP AWAY ETHNIC BARRIERS 

HON. ILEANA ROS.LEHTINEN 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 5, 1992 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to bring my colleagues' atten.tion to Peace 
Child Miami, an affiliate of the Peace Child 
Foundation, which helps children teach adults 
that world peace starts at home. Through mu
sical theater, this cast of young people at
tempts to raise adult awareness of the impact 
that world problems have on youth. 

Katie Christie started the Miami chapter of 
Peace Child in 1988, after her experience on 
a Peace Child Foundation trip to the former 
Soviet Union. Since that trip, she has spent an 
enormous amount of time organizing the 4-
month Peace Child process each year. She 
has worked to get the sponsorship of groups 
like Informed Families of Dade County and the 
Dade County public schools. 

The cast members of each production are 
drawn from 53 schools, and from all ethnic, 
cultural, and economic sectors of the commu
nity. They create the show themselves, ex
changing ideas and feelings about family dy
namics and problems, what makes a family 
strong and safe, as well as problems like drug 
abuse, divorce, child abuse, and alcoholism. 
Cast members exchange information and con
cerns during each Saturday's rehearsals, learn 
about their differences, and their common 
needs, fears, and problems. As 15-year-old 
Grace Campbell, one of the show's 
choreographers said: "Even though they were 
from different places and different ethnic back
grounds, no one thought they were better than 
anyone else. It taught me how to relate with 
people." They use this knowledge, and the 
self-esteem and performance skills they have 
learned, to teach their parents and the other 
adults and children in their audience what they 
have learned about getting along together. 

The Miami Herald published an article de
scribing the program, which I would like to in
clude in the RECORD: 

THEATER GROUP ACTS ON IMPORTANCE OF 
FAMILY 

(By Marjorie Valbrun) 
The young voices ring out loud and clear, 

echoing through a hall of the New World 
School of the Performing Arts. 

"I'm tired of you." 
"Go to your room." 
"I wish you were never born." 
They repeat hurtful statments in unison, 

mimicking what parents sometimes say to 
their children. 

Then come the positives, the good things 
parents say-or the things the kids wish par
ents would say. 

"You're special to me." 
"I'm really proud of you." 
"I'm glad you're my child." 
Alcoholism, divorce, child abuse, teen 

pregnancy, drug abuse. The family of the 
1990s is in trouble. Social ills threaten to 
consume it. 

Enter Peace Child Miami, a 4-year-old the
atrical organization that promotes world 
peace through musical theater. It is a cast of 
young people age 5 to 20 who attempt to 
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raise adult awareness of the impact that 
world problems have on youth. 

This year's upcoming musical, titled Be A 
Family, will tackle the array of social prob
lems confronting America's families. Show 
time is 7:30 p.m. May 1 and 2 at the Down
town Hyatt Regency's Ashe Auditorium. 

The cast, 96 talented youngsters from 53 
different Dade County schools, works out the 
script as it goes along. The scenes will play 
out the cast members' feelings about the 
problems facing today's families, taking into 
account their varied ethnic and cultural 
backgrounds and the different forms families 
take on in real life. 

Katie Christie, director of Peace Child 
Miami and of the show, said a production 
like hers was very important to Dade Coun
ty, where racial strife has threatened to 
overwhelm the area's uneasy calm. 

"There are so many cultures here and a lot 
of conflict in the city, but the kids have 
overcome it. One of the greatest things is 
that their parents learn from Peace Child as 
well, " she said. 

"It's important because today we don't 
have any multicultural education. They do it 
in the schools a bit, but this is a real, honest 
mix of kids. I feel the best way to get 
through these ethnic barriers is to learn 
first-hand by being with people and learning 
they're the same as you." 

For some of the students, the lessons were 
a little more personal. They learned about 
themselves. 

Grace Campbell, 15, a New World School 
lOth-grader and one of two choreographers 
for the show, said she joined at first so she 
could list the experience on her resume. But 
she got something out of it far more valuable 
than anything she could list on paper. 

"I've always had problems communicating 
with others," she said. "I always felt I was so 
different. This is one of the first places I 
came to where people were very open and 
warm. Everyone was always hugging. And 
even though they were from different places 
and from different ethnic backgrounds, no 
one thought he was better than anyone else. 
It taught me how to relate with people." 

That's the way to do it, said Christie: 
"Through the children." 

Mr. Speaker, I commend Rochelle Krause of 
Informed Families of Dade County, and Katie 
Christie of Peace Child Miami for their out
standing service in the interest of long-term 
peace in our communities. This is the type of 
program we. need to avoid the distrust and vio
lence that can destroy our cities. And I con
gratulate the children who are learning artistry 
and self confidence while teaching others 
about real solutions, and real peace. 

UNITED COMMUNITY MINISTRIES 

HON. JAMES P. MORAN 
OF VIRGINIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 5, 1992 
Mr. MORAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 

ask recognition of a community organization 
which serves as an inspiration to me in these 
times of economic hardship. For 23 years this 
organization has served a hard-pressed area 
of the Eighth District of Virginia with compas
sion and common sense, providing an exam
ple to the community with programs that work 
guided by principles shared by the community. 

In the past 1 0 months, the nonprofit, non
sectarian United Community Ministries, UCM 
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to its neighbors, has provided 152,000 meals 
for 17,000 people. 

UCM is assisting those trying to survive at 
the front lines of the economic crisis that we 
are striving to resolve. 

As important as the direct assistance, UCM 
believes in helping people help themselves: 

By providing transitional housing to the 
homeless so they can make the adjustment 
from the shelter system; 

By providing low cost quality child care pro
grams to the working poor and to teenage 
mothers allowing them to finish school; and 

By providing job training to help people de
velop useful skills and mentoring programs, to 
those same people, to fit into the working 
world. UCM, in the past 10 months, provided 
1,822 individuals with employment assistance 
and 460 with employment training and placed 
139 in permanent jobs. 

For its efforts, UCM is accepted as an es
sential part of the northern Virginia community 
receiving financial support, gifts of clothing 
and merchandise to give to the needy and sell 
through its thrift shop, and most importantly, 
the time of approximately 800 volunteers-all 
from the community. Some of the volunteers 
were themselves recipients of UCM help. 

This admirable community effort has had its 
successes in a field too often characterized by 
frustration and defeat. 

Twenty one of the first 27 participants in the 
new mentoring program are now currently em
ployed. The majority of the participants were 
unemployable, some recovering from drug ad
diction. 

The youth outreach program is successfully 
attracting children to Saturday morning class
es for tutoring. 

The list could go on. But I want to note in 
this year of the 250th anniversary of Fairfax 
County when our local governments are strug
gling with financial problems and we here 
sometimes feel overwhelmed by the mag
nitude of the problems we are trying to solve, 
I take hope from the efforts of UCM. 

THE PASSING OF A FRIEND 

HON. STEPHEN J. SOLARZ 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 5, 1992 

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Speaker, a dear friend of 
mine recently passed away. Though he lived 
a full life and suffered through a difficult ill
ness, George Feder died young: young in age, 
and especially young in spirit. 

George had a passion for politics, for de
mocracy, and for America. Within hours of the 
Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor 50 years 
ago last December, he enlisted in the Coast 
Guard, in whose uniform he loyally served his 
country until the very end of the war. 

His devotion to his country and its demo
cratic values assumed many forms in the 
years after the war. He was an educator 
whose zest for life was infectious. He was a 
painter whose creativity and artistic expression 
reflected his pride in family and nation. He 
was a friend and occasional critic to an inex
perienced New York State assemblyman, 
whose eventual elevation to the House of 
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Representatives pleased but did not unduly 
impress George, who continued to encourage 
and advise me up until his final illness. 

I shall miss George Feder. He may no 
longer be with us, but his memory always will 
be. It Will live through his children, his grand
children, and his devoted wife Florence. It will 
live through his art. And it will live with the 
moving poem that his son Bart composed and 
delivered at George's funeral. I found this eu
logy so touching, and so faithful to the George 
I knew, that I would like it placed in the 
RECORD, as a tribute to my friend George 
Feder. May he rest in peace, a paintbrush in 
one hand, a well-thumbed copy of "de 
Tocqueville" in the other. 

GEORGE FEDER 
He was an artist, 
A painter, who lived his life the way he used 

a brush, with broad strokes. leaving 
the detail work to others. 

A sculptor, 
An actor, 
Most of all, a teacher, who brought out the 

brilliance in students whether they 
were age 9 or 90. 

A talker, 
A listener, 
A good friend. 
A guiding hand whose own path was not 

without bumps and detours and pain. 
He was a dancer who could glide across the 

ballroom floor. 
He was big bands and cowboy movies. 
He was ascots and overalls. 
He was Melville and Gauguin. 
He was a great short order cook, especially if 

you liked eggs and onions, flapjacks or 
sardines on rye. 

And a swimmer-but only after he tested the 
chlorine. 

In a word-complex. 
Always at odds with authority, structure and 

convention. 
Subtle?- not on your life. 
You'd never forget meeting George. 
Cantankerous, 
Opinionated, 
And pretty damn smart, 
And he'd fight for your right to be wrong. 
Philosophy-he'd quote Socrates, 
Anthropology- Margaret Mead, 
Psychology-who but Freud? 
Poetry-if not himself- Browning I would 

think. 
A hopeless romantic. 
A Jew who established his own path to God. 
He never went to shul, but he never passed a 

door without kissing the mezuzah, and 
he never started a day without saying 
the Shema. 

A son, 
A brother, 
A grandfather and father, who, conscious of 

his legacy wrote his own epitaph and it 
will read-

"If you wish to find me-look for me in my 
children and in th·eirs." 

And a husband, who wrote to Florrie; 
"Through trial and error and even times of 

terror, 
She has shared with me her body and mind 

and patience without end, 
She is and I pray she'll stay beyond my life 's 

years, 
Sweetheart, lover, wife and mother, 
My very best friend." 
The reason you're all here today is not be

cause my father died, but because he 
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lived, and he touched you with his 
words and his work. And all of you 
touched him. 

I sat with him a couple of weeks ago in the 
hospital and knowing it would be one 
of our last talks I asked him what he'd 
wanted out of his life. 

Without missing a beat he repeated the 
words he wrote on Pearl Harbor Day, 
more than 50 years ago. They were the 
words he lived by; 

"I'd always felt the greatest things a man 
could ever find, were God, friends , 
beauty, love and everlasting peace of 
mind." 

Rest in peace, Papa. 
BART FEDER. 

FEBRUARY 24, 1992. 

GEORGE SWENSSON TRAINS MUSI
CIANS WITH TRASH AT WINSTON 
PARK ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 

HON. ILEANA ROS-LEHTINEN 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 5, 1992 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to call my colleagues' attention to the work 
of George Swensson, a very special teacher. 
As the music teacher at Winston Park Ele
mentary School, George Swensson is not sat
isfied if his students just learn to recognize 
and reproduce a few notes. He says his job is 
to nurture a basic lyrical desire in everyone. 

He does this by making sure that kids like 
Jami Bottoms and Alexis Rodriguez, both 8 
years old, have fun in music class. After see
ing a presentation on carnival bands in Brazil, 
for example, he asked the kids to bring in any 
kind of trash they thought could be used to 
make an instrument. As a result, the school 
now has a 65-piece band, The Miami Trash 
Machine, that has become the school's official 
band. 

The Miami Herald publish an article about 
this outstanding educator, which I would like to 
include in the record: 

JOYFUL NOISE 
(By Jon O'Neill) 

It 's ·no Miami Sound Machine, but this 
band bangs out a trashy tune. George 
Swensson's fourth- and fifth-graders are the 
Miami Trash Machine-the music teacher's 
brainchild and joy. 

Using converted garbage-30-gallon plastic 
drums, five-gallon snare drums and two-liter 
bottles with BBs in them-Swensson's play
ers made their debut at the Dade County 
Youth Fair and have another gig at the 
Goombay Festival Saturday. 

The 44.-year-old music teacher at Winston 
Park Elementary has been teaching music to 
kids since 1971. He isn't content with having 
them recognize certain notes. He says his job 
is to nurture a basic lyrical desire in every
one. 

" Music is a very natural thing" Swensson 
said. " I want the kids to enjoy it and I want 
them to participate. They have enough pres
sure in all their other classes, I try to make 
this class fun for them." 

So this year Swensson organized the off
beat ensemble of 65 students that has become 
the elementary's official school band. 

"I took a class at the University of Miami, 
and we had a speaker who talked about the 
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carnival bands in Brazil," Swensson said. 
"That's what did it. I asked the kids to start 
bringing in any kind of trash they thought 
we could make into an instrument. They 
love it." 

And they work at it. The group practices 
for an hour and a half after school each Fri
day. 

Swensson has a gentle touch. This week, 
he worked at teaching a second-grade class 
the song This land is Your land. He not only 
taught them to sing it, he explained each 
metaphor and showed them how the song 
criss-crosses the country "from California to 
the New York islands." 

"He's really tremendous," said Michael 
Liebman, principal of the school at 13200 SW 
79th St. "He goes out of his way to work 
with the kids and make music a big part of 
their experience here." 

And the kids love their band leader. 
"Music and P.E. are my favorite classes," 

said Alexis Rodriguez, 8. "Mr. Swensson is 
very funny and he's always making us laugh. 
He's real good to us." 

Jami Bottoms, 8, likes Swensson because 
he teaches her new songs. 

"He taught me to play the bells, too," she 
said. "He's nice. 

Music is something Swensson has always 
wanted to share with people, especially little 
ones. A Miami native, he graduated from 
Miami High and then UM, where he received 
a music degree. 

He did his internship in Dade schools in 
1970 and then waited for a call back. 

"I sold shoes for a while." he said "But the 
music coordinator for the school system 
knew me and he asked me to come back. " 

Swensson did, and never left. He started 
out at Royal Palm Elementary and has 
worked at Winston Park for 14 years. 

Mr. Speaker, I commend the work of 
George Swensson and the enthusiasm and 
dedication he brings to teaching his. Our 
country needs more teachers of his high qual
ity. 

A POLITICIAN'S DREAM IS A 
BUSINESSMAN'S NIGHTMARE 

HON. JOHN J. DUNCAN, JR. 
OF TENNESSEE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 5, 1992 

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, it is almost un
believable how much a liberal's view of things 
changes after he goes into business. Our 
Government today has become the enemy of 
small businesses in particular. 

This was pointed out very dramatically in an 
article by former Senator George McGovern in 
the June 2 edition of the Wall Street Journal. 

I would like to call this article to the attention 
of my colleagues and other readers of the 
RECORD. 
[From the Wall Street Journal, June 2, 1992] 
A POLITICIAN'S DREAM IS A BUSINESSMAN'S 

NIGHTMARE 
(Wisdom too often never comes, and so one 

ought not to reject it merely because it 
comes late.-Justice Felix Frankfurter) 

It's been 11 years since I left the U.S. Sen
ate, after serving 24 years in high public of
fice. After leaving a career in politics, I de
voted much of my time to public lectures 
that took me into every state in the union 
and much of Europe, Asia, the Middle East 
and Latin America. 



13784 
In 1988, I invested most of the earnings 

from this lecture circuit acquiring the lease
hold on Connecticut's Stratford Inn. Hotels, 
inns and restaurants have always held a spe
cial fascination for me. The Stratford Inn 
promised the realization of a longtime dream 
to own a combination hotel, restaurant and 
public conference facility-complete with an 
experienced manager and staff. 

In retrospect, I wish I had known more 
about the hazards and difficulties of such a 
business, especially during a recession of the 
kind that hit New England just as I was ac
quiring the inn's 43-year leasehold. I also 
wish that during the years I was in public of
fice, . I had had this firsthand experience 
about the difficulties business people face 
every day. That knowledge would have made 
me a better U.S. senator and a more under
standing presidential contender. 

Today we are much closer to a general ac
knowledgment that government must en
courage business to expand and grow. Bill 
Clinton, Paul Tsongas, Bob Kerrey and oth
ers have, I believe, changed the debate of our 
party. We intuitively know that to create 
job opportunities we need entrepreneurs who 
will risk their capital against an expected 
payoff. Too often, however, public policy 
does not consider whether we are choking off 
those opportunities. 

My own business perspective has been lim
ited to that small hotel and restaurant in 
Stratford, Conn., with an especially difficult 
lease and a severe recession. But my business 
associates and I also lived with federal, state 
and local rules that were all passed with the 
objective of helping employees, protecting 
the environment, raising tax dollars for 
schools, protecting our customers from fire 
hazards, etc. While I never have doubted the 
worthiness of any of these goals, the concept 
that most often eludes legislators is: "Can 
we make consumers pay the highest prices 
for the increased operating costs that accom
pany public regulation and government re
porting requirements with reams of red 
tape." It is a simple concern that is nonethe
less often ignored by legislators. 

For example, the papers today are filled 
with stories about businesses dropping 
health coverage for employees. We provided 
a substantial package for our staff at the 
Stratford Inn. However, were we operating 
today, those costs would exceed $150,000 a 
year for health care on top of salaries and 
other benefits. There would have been no 
reasonable way for us to absorb or pass on 
these costs. 

Some of the escalation in the cost of 
health care is attributed to patients suing 
doctors. While one cannot assess the merit of 
all these claims, I've also witnessed first
hand the explosion in blame-shifting and 
scapegoating for every negative experience 
in life. 

Today, despite bankruptcy, we are still 
dealing with litigation from individuals who 
fell in or near our restaurant. Despite these 
injuries, not every misstep is the fault of 
someone else. Not every such incident should 
be viewed as a lawsuit instead of an unfortu
nate accident. And while the business owner 
may prevail in the end, the endless exposure 
to frivolous claims and high legal fees is 
frightening. 

Our Connecticut hotel, along with many 
others, went bankrupt for a variety of rea
sons, the general economy in the Northeast 
being a significant cause. But that reason 
masks the variety of other challenges we 
faced that drive operating costs and financ
ing charges beyond what a small business 
can handle. 
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It is clear that some businesses have prod

ucts that can be priced at almost any level. 
The price of raw materials (e.g., steel and 
glass) and life-saving drugs and medical care 
are not easily substituted by consumers. It is 
only competition or antitrust that tempers 
price increases. Consumers may delay pur
chases, but they have little choice when 
faced with higher prices. 

In services, however, consumers do have a 
choice when faced with higher prices. You 
may have to stay in a hotel while on vaca
tion, but you can stay fewer days. You can 
eat in restaurants fewer times per month, or 
forgo a number of services from car washes 
to shoeshines. Every such decision eventu
ally results in job losses for someone. And 
often these are the people without the skills 
to help themselves-the people I've spent a 
lifetime trying to help. 

In short, "one-size-fits-all" rules for busi
ness ignore the reality of the marketplace. 
And setting thresholds for regulatory guide
lines at artificial levels-e.g., 50 employees 
or more, $500,000 in sales-take no account of 
other realities, such as profit margins, labor 
intensive vs. capital intensive businesses, 
and local market economics. 

The problem we face as legislators is: 
Where do we set the bar so that it is not too 
high to clear? I don't have the answer. I do 
know that we need to start raising these 
questions more often. 

KEEP FEDERAL FLOOD INSUR
ANCE A WAY FROM THE COASTS 

HON. DOUG BEREUTER 
OF NEBRASKA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 5, 1992 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, this Member 
commends the following article regarding the 
National Flood Insurance Program to his col
leagues. The article, which appeared on May 
29 in the Washington Post, points out the haz
ards of expanding Federal flood insurance to 
cover structures located on highly erodible 
coastlines. Last May, the House approved a 
bill restricting availability of Federal insurance 
for beach-front property. As the article accu
rately points out, taxpayers should not be sub
sidizing insurance for beach-front property 
owners. 

When Congress passed the 1982 Coastal 
Barriers Resources Act, Congress did not pro
hibit development of the designated coastal 
barrier islands, but said that Federal funds and 
programs could not be used to develop those 
islands. The same approach should be applied 
to the National Flood Insurance Program. 
Congress should send a clear signal that if 
property owners want a structure right on the 
beach, they can do so at their own risk. 

[From the Washington Post, May 29, 1992] 
ON THE BEACH: SUBSIDIZED STUPIDITY 

(By Molly Ivins) 
Nothing like a good special interest fight 

to bring out what government is about. 
There's a beaut going on right now, billed as 
Landowners vs. Environmentalists, but in 
fact, it's a classic special interest fight: one 
special interest against all the rest of us as 
taxpayers. 

Can you think of one good reason why the 
taxpayers of this country should subsidize 
insurance for people who own beach-front 
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property? Neither can I. But we do. And the 
Senate's attempt to undo it has touched off 
yowls of outrage. Beach-front property own
ers believe they are entitled to subsidies 
from the rest of us. Having been stupid 
enough to violate wisdom that goes back at 
least as far as the Bible ("A foolish man, 
which built his house upon the sand," Mat
thew 7:26), they expect the rest of us to un
derwrite this folly. 
If you find that no private insurer will 

touch your new house with a 10-foot pole, 
would it not occur to you to wonder if you're 
building in the wrong place? Like, on a beach 
that's losing 10 feet a year to erosion and 
gets hit by hurricanes every fall? What are 
your fellow taxpayers supposed to do after 
erosion takes away all the beach right up to 
and out from under your house or condo? Re
build the house and the beach for you? · 
Thank you very much, but we have better 
things to do with our money. 

Ah, but you should hear the howling from 
beach-front owners. The end of property 
rights is nigh! Creeping· socialism! When the 
government can tell a man what he can or 
cannot build on his own land, we might as 
well be living in a communist country! 

C.M. Schauerte, head of the Federal Insur
ance Agency, is at loggerheads with his own 
agency, the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency. FEMA helped write the proposal 
that would limit federal flood insurance on 
property at high risk of erosion. Schauerte 
says the revisions are "back-door federal 
land-use control" and "despicable," accord
ing to the New York Times. 

Well, Land-use control makes sense now 
and always has, I feel the same way about al
lowing people to build in flood plains. Even if 
those homes aren't federally insured, the 
rest of us wind up subsidizing them because 
our insurance rates go up when private com
panies put them in the pool. Why should we 
subsidize stupidity? 

These people screaming about federal land 
grabs and socialistic control are the same 
people who believe so heartily in letting· the 
free market function. If the free market says 
your beach-front property ain't worth much 
without federal subsidies, then that's what 
it's worth. Erosion is working on about 70 
percent of the coastline, and as it stands 
now, the Feds (us) are liable for billions of 
dollars in insurance claims. This is madness. 

The proposed revisions, limiting liability 
because of erosion, passed the House last 
year 388 to 18 and were flying through the 
Senate when (surprise!) your basic special in
terest got organized: the American Associa
tion of Realtors, American Association of 
Homebuilders, the Florida Shore and Bea;ch 
Preservation Association. And they're all 
predicting catastrophe, a collapse of coastal 
property values, great hardship to hundreds 
of thousands of citizens. I'm notorious for 
my compassion, but even mine kind of poops 
out when it comes to rich families that have 
second homes on the beach and to real estate 
developers. 

As Gary Hart used to say, if you want to 
get the government off your back, get your 
hand out of the government's pocket. But . 
the organized special interests are taking a 
toll in support for the bill in the Senate. We 
are not amazed. We know full well exactly 
how easy it is for a well-organized special in
terest group to stop legislation. in the public 
interest. Time after time. And the only 
weapon we have is to write our cong-ressmen 
and senators. And they keep increasing the 
price of stamps on us. 

The only argument for fairness the beach
front owners have is that we have been subsi-
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dizing them since 1968, and it's not fair to 
yank the rug out from under them all at 
once. In fact, the proposed legislation does 
ratchet the insurance subsidy down gradu
ally: It gets tighter on land that will have 
eroded over 60, 30 and 10 years. But don't 
even mention the word grandfather, which is 
the way government usually splits the dif
ference on these messes, grandfathering 
those already in place out from under new 
regulations. 

The First Rule of Holes is: When you're in 
one, quit digging. We may have been dumb 
enough to let this happen in the first place, 
but that's no reason to let it continue. 

THE HUMAN INVESTMENT 
PROJECT OF SAN MATEO, CA: IN
NOVATIVE SOLUTIONS TO VEX
ING HOUSING PROBLEMS 

HON. TOM LANTOS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 5, 1992 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
call to the attention of this body a truly innova
tive housing program located in San Mateo 
County, CA. For the past 20 years, the Human 
Investment Project Incorporated, or HIP, as it 
is commonly known, has been working to 
meet the needs of the homeless, single par
ents, and elderly residents who require special 
housing arrangements. 

A nonprofit agency, HIP employs creative 
and cost-effective approaches to alleviating 
San Mateo's housing shortage for groups 
most in need of shelter. Its employees and 
volunteers deserve recognition for their dedi
cation to providing safe, ample, and affordable 
living arrangements. I would like to illustrate 
some of HIP's accomplishments. 

HIP's Shared Homes Program has benefited 
San Mateo County's older citizens since 1980. 
Too many elderly residents are either without 
a home or unable to continue living in the 
home they currently occupy. The needs of 
these men and women are unique because an 
inability to live alone is often not solely due to 
a lack of financial resources. In fact, a need 
for companionship is sometimes of more 
pressing concern to seniors than ill health. 

Fortunately, the Shared Homes Program 
successfully addresses both needs by match
ing those who need a home with those who 
need someone to share their home. In this ar
rangement, a senior shares his or her home 
with another in exchange for rent or services. 

Another excellent initiative by HIP is "Lease
A-Home," a program targeted at homeless 
single parents. Since 1985, "Lease-A-Home" 
has produced remarkable results. The pro
gram allows homeless single parents to gain 
the skills necessary to live in nonsubsidized 
housing. 

HIP leases a house which several single 
parents and their children share for 2 years. 
During this 2-year period, the parents pay a 
manageable level of rent and either work or 
attend school. In this way, HIP keeps families 
together in a safe and healthy environment as 
the parent becomes capable of providing for 
the child independently. Through this program, 
HIP performs perhaps its greatest feat, that of 
keeping parent and child under one roof. 
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HIP has recently begun to build homes 
which are tailored to the needs of single par
ent families. These beautifully crafted and 
practical houses are the first true homes for 
many parents and children in San Mateo 
County. The houses are designed to blend in 
with the architecture of the neighborhood as 
well as meeting the resident's needs. Signifi
cantly, HIP is remarkably adept at keeping 
cost at or below projected spending levels. 

Mr. Speaker, I cannot overemphasize the 
importance of HIP's contribution to San Mateo 
County. In an era when housing is scarce and 
often unaffordable, HIP is working for those 
who would otherwise end up with the short 
end of the stick. I wish to commend HIP's em
ployees and volunteers for their efforts. I am 
confident that they will continue to contribute 
to our community for yea!s to come. 

CONCEPT OF A BALANCED 
BUDGET AMENDMENT 

HON. RON PACKARD 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 5, 1992 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong 
support of passing a balanced budget amend
ment to the Constitution. This is a very simple 
amendment: It will mandate that outlays are 
not greater than total receipts. Since I arrived 
in Congress I have supported the concept of 
a balanced budget amendment. I have repeat
edly cosponsored legislation which would re
quire the President to propose, and the Con
gress to pass, a balanced budget each fiscal 
year. 

We can no longer tinker at the margins. The 
huge $400 billion deficit hangs over our coun
try, getting bigger every year threatening the 
economic health of America. By passing this 
amendment now, Congress can send a signal 
to the American people that this institution is 
serious about the economic well-being of this 
country. Congress has continually dem
onstrated its lack of discipline by passing huge 
budgets full of wasteful spending. We now 
have a chance to chart a new course, to find 
the political will to pass this amendment. 

If we are to provide our children and grand
children with any kind of a legacy, we must 
ensure that legacy is not one of economic de
cline caused by congressional inability to con
trol its insatiable appetite for spending. 

The concept of a balanced budget amend
ment has been gaining support over the years, 
enjoying support from leaders from both sides 
of the aisle. As many of my colleagues know, 
in 1982, the balanced budget amendment 
passed the Senate, but failed in the House by 
46 votes. In 1990, the House voted 282 to 144 
in favor of the balanced budget amendment, 
falling 7 votes short of the required two-thirds 
majority. 

I truly believe that unless we pass this legis
lation, we resign ourselves to economic stag
nation, a declining standard of living and re
duced status in the global economy. It is time 
those chosen to lead exhibit some leadership, 
and pass the balanced budget amendment to 
the Constitution. 
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A TRIBUTE TO REV. J. WHITCOMB 

BROUGHER, JR., D.D. 

HON.CARLOSJ. MOORHEAD 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 5,1992 
Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 

honor an exceptional citizen and friend. Rev. 
J. Whitcomb Brougher, Jr. is one American 
who has always gone beyond what is asked of 
him in order to serve his congregation, his 
community, and his country. 

The fact that he is still going strong despite 
turning 90 on June 27th of this year means 
he's been able to touch more lives than most 
of us. 

Dr. Brougher is one of a kind. 
He followed in his father's footsteps 62 

years ago when he decided to serve God as 
a Baptist minister. This distinguished clergy
man attended Los Angeles High School and 
then received his D.O. Degree from the Uni
versity of Redlands. 

An eloquent and inspirational speaker, Dr. 
Brougher has been lecturing for more than a 
half century, averaging one speech a day for 
60 years. He serves as chaplain for the Los 
Angeles Breakfast Club as well as the Propel
ler Club of the United States. Dr. Brougher 
has also served as the General Grand Chap
lain of Cryptic Masons of the United States 
and is a member of the Scottish Rite Bodies 
of the Valley of Pasadena where he received 
his 33 and White Hat in 1989. His motivational 
and encouraging words have reached thou
sands of people over the many years he has 
unselfishly dedicated to his congregation and 
community. 

As an honorary member of the Kiwanis Club 
of Glendale, I am particularly pleased to rec
ognize Dr. Brougher's contributions to that 
club. He is a life member of the group. Each 
Friday afternoon, he delivers the health status 
of any ill members or their family and then 
proceeds to tell a joke. He may be days away 
from leaving the ranks of the octogenarians, 
but his humor has the youngest to the oldest 
members falling out of their chairs with laugh
ter. 

On behalf of all the residents of the 22d 
Congressional District, I would like to honor 
this great man, Rev. J. Whitcomb Brougher, 
for his service and dedication to our great Na
tion. 

PROTECT THE RIGHTS OF GAYS 
AGAINST DISCRIMINATION 

HON. TED WEISS 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 5, 1992 
Mr. WEISS. Mr. Speaker, I wish to share 

with my colleagues the following editorial 
which appeared in USA Today on Tuesday, 
June 2. The editorial addresses the important 
need to debunk myths promulgated against 
minority groups and, in particular, debunks 
some of the most common stereotypes about 
gays and lesbians. 

As lead sponsor of H.R. 1430, the Civil 
Rights Amendments Act of 1991, which 
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amends Federal civil rights laws to prohibit 
discrimination against gays and lesbians, I am 
proud to see yet another editorial board com
ment on the need for our society to grant gays 
and lesbians the freedoms and opportunities 
that all Americans deserve. 

[From USA Today, June 2, 1992] 
PROTECT THE RIGHTS OF GAYS AGAINST 

DISCRIMINATION 

OUR VIEW 

Freezing gays out of equal opportunities 
offends the nation's most basic principles. 

Left to linger, myths often replace re
ality-a fact painfully known to racial and 
cultural minorities. 

Ross Perot had a chance last week to dent 
myths about one such group--homosexuals. 
Instead, answering questions on ABC's "20/ 
20, " he indicated that if elected, he wouldn't 
appoint gays to his Cabinet. His reason, and 
a poor one: controversy. 

Not long ago, the same excuse could have 
excluded blacks or women. · 

Perot's stance-and caustic comments 
about gays from Republican candidate Pat 
Buchanan Sunday-reinforce the idea that 
the nation's estimated 25 million homo
sexuals should be treated differently from 
others. 

They should not be. 
Despite significant political and social 

gains, homosexuals remain the most fre
quent hate-crime victims, says the National 
Institute of Justice. 

Suicide is the leading cause of death 
among gay teens, who see a future filled with 
more of the hostility spewed by family, 
peers, the culture at large. 

Much of the blame belongs to stereotypes 
that deserve to be debunked. A sampling, 
along with the facts: 

Gays choose this life: Jury's still out, but 
two new studies indicate it's genetic. In polls 
over the years, 90% have said they wouldn't 
change. 

Gays weaken traditional values: Whose 
values? The USA's most fundamental value 
is freedom to choose one's own way of life. 

Gays want special privileges: Yes-if that 
means having the right to get a job, buy a 
house or walk on the street without being 
assaulted. 

Or have an equal chance to serve in the na-
tion's top offices. , 

Gays have logged gains. Twenty states 
consider gay bashing to be a hate crime; six 
include gays in civil rights laws. Gay culture 
flourishes-and gay clout: 61 elected officials 
are openly homosexual. 

The problem isn 't gays but a society that 
still too often limits and hurts them-and so 
wastes valuable resources that could im
prove all our lives. 

TRIBUTE TO SISTER TRINITA 
FLOOD AND THE HOLOCAUST 
MEMORIAL CENTER 

HON. ILEANA ROS.LEHTINEN 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 5, 1992 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to call my colleagues' attention to the out
standing service rendered to the community of 
Miami, to Jewish history, and· to peace in our 
Nation and the world. Sister Trinita Flood was 
recently honored by the Holocaust Docu-
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mentation and Education Center at Florida 
International University for her 13 years serv
ice spearheading the establishment of that 
center. As the first president of the board of 
what became the Holocaust Documentation 
and Education Center, Sister Trinita managed 
to pull together all of the other college presi
dents in the region to build the center. 

The Holocaust Education and Documenta
tion Center, a living memorial to the 11 million 
victims who died under Nazi fanaticism, pre
serves the memories of south Florida survi
vors of the Holocaust, along with those who 
tried to protect them and those who finally lib
erated them. As Sister Trinita said "A scarred 
moment in mankind's history must be remem
bered, but not in stone or metal, because the 
Holocaust moved among living human beings 
who struggled, suffered, and died." 

Sister Trinita Flood, a member of the Adrian 
Dominican Order, has served in a number of 
leadership positions in Miami, including reg
istrar, dean, and president of Barry University; 
and as the second woman ever to serve as 
academic dean for a Catholic seminary in the 
United States, at St. John Vianney in south
west Dade County. 

The Miami Herald published an article about 
this remarkable woman, which I would like to 
include in the RECORD: 

HOLOCAUST CENTER TO HONOR TONIGHT 
"WOMAN IN HABIT" 

(By Elinor Burkett) 
Goldie Goldstein is used to being hit up for 

money. After all, she and her husband Sol 
owned the Miami Diamond Center and are 
proverbial Big Givers. So in 1979, when Sister 
Trinita Flood asked her to stop by for a 
chat, Goldstein figured the Barry University 
president was hunting a check. 

Instead: "Goldie, I'm helping organize the 
SouthEast Florida Holocaust Memorial Cen
ter and I want your help," Flood said. 

Goldstein sat down. Collapsed is more like 
it. 

"Here was this woman in a habit sitting 
there telling me she was organizing a Holo
caust Memorial Center. I'd been an officer of 
the Greater Miami Jewish Federation, presi
dent of the sisterhood at Temple Emanu-El 
and an honoree of the National Council of 
Christians and Jews. And there she was in 
that habit telling me, a Jew, she was orga
nizing this." 

Tonight, Goldstein's ."woman in a habit" 
will be honored for the work she was just be
ginning that day almost 13 years ago: the 
creation of what became the Holocaust Doc
umentation and Education Center at Florida 
International University, one of the world's 
largest collections of taped memories of sur
vivors and South Florida's most active force 
for educating youth about the Holocaust. 

It is only one in a long series of forays into 
the unexpected by a woman of 74 years who 
looks like a nun of the old school. Unlike 
Sister Jeanne O'Laughlin, her successor as 
Barry president, and who is partial to regu
lar business dress, Flood begins her day by 
donning a simple white habit and a black 
veil. She wears no makeup. She has not 
joined the crusade for the ordination of 
women. ("I have plenty to do without worry
ing about becoming a priest," she says flat
ly.) 

QUIET SURPR!SES 

But Flood has been quietly surprising peo
ple for half a century-beginning with her 
mother, whom she defied by joining the Sis-
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ter of St. Dominic Congregation of the Most 
Holy Rosary in Adrian, Mich.-the Adrian 
Dominicans, in more common parlance. 

Floridians got their first glimpse of 
Flood's penchant for the unexpected in 1973 
when Barry was looking for a new president. 
Rather than see a non-nun get the job, she 
quit the search committee and threw her veil 
into the ring. It was a man she managed to 
push aside. 

"When a woman is qualified for a position, 
she has a right to assume it" was her only 
public comment--delivered with a smile. 

Flood clearly had the credentials: She'd al
ready been Barry's registrar, associate dean, 
academic dean, graduate dean and vice presi
dent for academic affairs. 

BARRY'S TRANSITION 

Flood oversaw Barry's transition from a 
woman's college to a coed one, then in 1981 
she resigned and became academic dean at 
St. John Vianney, a four-year college semi
nary for men in Southwest Dade. It was a 
landmark for the American Catholic Church, 
the first time in Florida and the second time 
in the United States that a woman ran an 
academic program to train the men who run 
the church. 

Students were outraged. A woman moving 
onto the all-male campus to live, eat, and 
pray with the 58 priests-to-be? Flood again 
had a quiet and simple response: · 

"It was a woman to whom Christ first ap
peared in the Resurrection, and it was 
women who carried the message to men that 
He had arisen. Christ certainly didn't have a 
problem with women." 

For many members of the community, 
Flood's most startling departure from the 
expected has been her dedication to spear
heading a crusade rarely associated with 
Catholics, and certainly not with nuns: 
building a living memorial to the victims of 
the Nazi Holocaust. 

Flood herself is a bit surprised, since she 
hardly arrived in Miami with a burning in
terest in the Holocaust. But in 1977, Abe 
Halpern, then a prominent member of the 
Jewish community in Broward County, 
asked Flood for help establishing a Holo
caust memorial in South Florida. Flood had 
never heard of him; prominent among Jews 
hardly means prominent among nuns. 

"Why me?" she asked. 
The answer had nothing to do with Flood's 

religious ptofession. "They wanted to in
volve the · college presidents and I was the 
nearest one," she says. 

TRYING FOR PEACE 

She's not entirely sure why she said yes. 
" Maybe with this I can help contribute 
something to the peace of the world." 

As the first president of the board of what 
became the Holocaust Documentation and 
Education Center, Flood managed to pull to
gether all the other college and university 
president:,:; in the region to build a living me
morial to the 11 million Jewish and non-Jew
ish victims of Nazi fanaticism. 

"A scarred moment in mankind's history 
must be remembered, but not in stone nor 
metal, because the Holocaust moved among 
living human beings who struggled, suffered 
and died, " Fl,ood said at one center meeting. 

Instead, the center is preserving that mo
ment by taping the memories of South Flo
ridians who survived the Holocaust, who 
tried to protect its victims and who finally 
liberated them from their captors. 

"Holocaust survivors remind us not only of 
what has happened but of the frightening 
things that are happening today," Flood ex
plains. "Across the world people are fighting 
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people because of who they are, what they 
are. 

"Hopefully we will reach enough youth 
that they will become emissaries against 
prejudice of any kind, so this will never be 
repeated-anywhere, anytime." 

Flood insists that the center's success has 
been a collective victory. But Goldstein is 
equally insistent that it is Flood's presence 
at every workshop, at every meeting that 
drives home the message with special force. 

"When Sister comes in and all the kids see 
her habit, see a Catholic sister there, it 
means something special, something special 
that a non-Jew is involved. 

"Sister Trinita reaches out to them in a 
different way. * * * There's something about 
her. You know, here is a woman of valor." 

Mr. Speaker, I commend Sister Trinita Flood 
for her outstanding community service and her 
commitment to eliminating hatred, prejudice 
and violence through education. 

HORTON AMENDMENT TO FISCAL 
YEAR 1993 DOD AUTHORIZATION 
BILL 

HON. FRANK HORTON 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 5, 1992 

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, Thursday, as 
part of the en bloc amendment, the House 
adopted my amendment requiring DOD to use 
competitive bidding when selecting private 
contractors or other DOD installations to per
form depot-level activities. The bill, as reported 
by the Armed Services Committee, only re
quired competitive bidding to be used when 
selecting a private contractor. 

I represent Romulus, NY, the home to the 
Seneca Army Depot. Seneca is a multimission 
facility that, among other things, maintains and 
rebuilds industrial plant equipment [IPE]. Sen
eca has been recognized as an industry lead
er in this field and provides DOD with a cost
effective service. And, Seneca Army Depot 
has consistently rated extremely high in mili
tary worth studies. Nonetheless, DOD has per
sisted with efforts to transfer Seneca's IPE 
mission. 

Many of our colleagues have similar situa
tions. They represent other depots with other 
specialties. Despite the differences between 
the facilities and despite the fact that some
times we directly compete with one another, I 
think we all really want the same thing-to be 
able to compete fairly on a level playing field. 
That's all any of us can really ask for. 

My amendment merely provides that level 
playing field by requiring the use of competi
tive bidding. That way, all of our facilities will 
be getting the fair shake we have been asking 
for. At the same time, we will ensure that we 
will be making the most efficient use of our tax 
dollars. 

I thank Chairman ASPIN and Ranking Mem
ber DICKINSON for their assistance in bringing 
this amendment to the floor. 
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THE BALANCED BUDGET ACT OF 
1992 

HON. BARBARA B. KENNELLY 
OF CONNECTICUT 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 5, 1992 

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Speaker, today I am 
introducing the Balanced Budget Act of 1992, . 
a statutory alternative to the balanced budget 
constitutional amendment which would allow 
us to start balancing the budget now without 
playing politics with the Constitution. 

In the past 3 years, the world has changed 
far beyond what any of us could have imag
ined. In 1989, first Poland, Hungary, Czecho
slovakia, East Germany, Bulgaria, and then 
Romania fundamentally altered their political 
systems and their very way of life. Then com
munism fell in the Soviet Union last fall. In 
large part, these startling changes were in
spired by the people of the United States, and 
the system of government we have success
fully maintained for more than two centuries. 
In large part, they were inspired by the Con
stitution of the United States. 

The Constitution has endured and inspired 
precisely because it has not fallen victim to 
political whim. If we are serious abut balancing 
the budget, let us muster the courage to deal 
with the deficit, not endanger a document that 
has inspired the world for more than 200 
years. 

The fault of our current situation lies in a 
decade of failed Presidential leadership, not in 
the Constitution. The budget process permits 
the Government to run huge deficits. It has al
lowed the past two administrations to run up 
more debt than all previous administrations 
combined. Our country cannot continue to 
function in this way. We are now incapable of 
meeting our needs in areas like education, 
health care, and nuclear waste cleanup. 

This is a time of change. People are de
manding action. The current political climate 
should give us the wisdom to move forward 
under statutory authority. 

Even if we get a constitutional amendment 
through both Houses of Congress it would 
take a minimum of 2 years for State ratifica
tion. Why wait? We have to start making the 
hard choices now. Beginning with fiscal year 
1994, this legislation obligates the President to 
send to Congress a 5-year budget plan that 
requires a balanced budget by fiscal year 
1998 and for each subsequent fiscal year, 
which the Congress would have to vote on. 

Congress would also be required to submit 
and vote on a budget resolution in fiscal year 
1994, and each subsequent year, that would 
ensure a balanced budget by fiscal year 1998 
and thereafter. 

In order to preserve the integrity of the So
cial Security System, the proposal restates 
current law, under which Social Security is "off 
budget." 

We need a balanced budget. But playing 
politics with the Constitution is not the way to 
do it. I would urge my colleagues to support 
this important legislation on Tuesday. 
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TRIBUTE TO STEPHEN JEROME 

HON. JOSE E. SERRANO 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 5, 1992 
Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Speaker, it is with great 

pleasure that I rise today to pay tribute to Mr. 
Stephen Jerome, president of Monroe College 
in the borough of the Bronx. Next Tuesday, 
June 9, 1992, Mr. Jerome will be honored at 
the Humanitarian Awards Dinner of the Bronx 
Council of the Albert Einstein College of Medi
cine of Yeshiva University, and I can think of 
no one more deserving of this distinction. 

Mr. Jerome spent his youth in the Riverdale 
section of the Bronx. He received a B.B.A. de
grees from Pace University and pursued grad
uate studies in computer science at the New 
School. Mr. Jerome joined Monroe College as 
an instructor in 1966 and became its president 
12 years later, after having held a succession 
of positions in the college. 

Throughout his tenure as president, Mr. Je
rome has guided Monroe College through a 
variety of transitions that have led it to be
come a fine institution that provides a quality 
education to the students it serves. Monroe 
College received recognition from the Middle 
States Association of Colleges and Schools, a 
regional accreditation agency; received author
ization to grant additional degrees and to offer 
new programs; and expanded physically with 
the addition of a branch campus in New Ro
chelle. 

Mr. Jerome is a member of the Young 
Presider'lts' Organization, a member of the 
College Presidents' Council for the Governor's 
Office on New York State Financial Aid, and 
president of the Association of Proprietary Col
leges in New York State. In the past he has 
held the position of director of the Bronx 
Chamber of Commerce, member of the board 
of trustees of the Dwight-Englewood School, 
as well as commissioner of the Accreditating 
Commission of the Association of Independent 
Colleges and Schools. 

In addition to the duties associated with his 
role as president of Monroe College, Mr. Je
rome plays an active role in the community. 
He arranges an annual Children's Christmas 
Party for the children of Monroe College stu
dents; assists local community organizations 
with special events; and organizes various 
clean-up, street-lighting, and neighborhood im
provement program. Mr. Jerome has also 
served as president of the Fordham Road 
Area Development Corp. in which he coordi
nated the rehabilitation of Fordham Road to 
ensure the project did not adversely affect 
businesses in the area. 

Through all that he does, Mr. Jerome dis
plays exceptional humanity and compassion. 
His dedication and commitment to people is a 
commendable quality that all those with the 
good fortune to know him appreciate and 
which future generations will enjoy as a result 
of his invaluable contributions to Monroe Col
lege and to the community. On behalf of all of 
us in the South Bronx, I would like to con
gratulate Mr. Jerome on the occasion of his 
being honored and express to him my deep 
appreciation for enriching our lives through 
his. 
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HONORING MAJ. GEN. LAWRENCE 

FLYNN'S RETIREMENT 

HON. BENJAMIN A. GILMAN 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 5, 1992 
Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 

honor a distinguished officer, Maj. Gen. Law
rence Flynn of the New York National Guard, 
on his retirement from service on June 30, 
1992. 

The National Guard has always been pre
pared to help our Nation in time of need. From 
the Revolutionary War to the Persian Gulf war, 
our National Guardsmen have stood ready to 
respond to any threat that faces the United 
States. The New York National Guard has re
sponded more recently to the 1979 State cor
rections officer's strike, the Buffalo blizzards of 
1977 and 1985, and during the cleanup in the 
aftermath of Hurricane Gloria. 

As a former Marine Corps officer, General 
Flynn entered the service as a priv.ate on May 
1, 1947. He received his commission as a 
second lieutenant in 1951 during the Korean 
war, leading a rifle platoon. Following the Ko
rean war he was again promoted and served 
as a regimental executive officer, assistant 
chief of staff for operations and logistics, and 
deputy chief of staff for plans and programs 
for the New York State Militia. Upon his dis
charge from the Marine Corps, he was ap
pointed a colonel in the New York Guard, end
ing his career as a major general after 46 
years of honorable service. . 

Throughout General Flynn's career, he at
tended the Command and General Staff Col
lege at Fort Leavenworth, and received his 
bachelors of arts degree at lona College. He 
is a graduate of the U.S. Marine Corps officer 
basic course, amphibious warfare school, U.S. 
Navy attack cargo ship embarkation sc;hool, 
and the U.S. Air Force air ground operations 
school. 

General Flynn's awards include the Legion 
of Merit, the Meritorious Service Medal with 
Oak Leaf Clusters in lieu of second and third 
awards and the New York State Conspicuous 
Service' Medal with devices for three awards. 

General Flyim's distinguished career spans 
over 46 years of dedication and service in 
both the U.S. Marine Corps and the New York 
National Guard. -General Flynn's devotion to 
the security of this Nation, exemplifies the 
U.S. Military Academy's motto; "duty, honor, 
country." · . . 

Mr. Speaker, I invite my colleagues to JOin 

in saluting Maj. Gen. Lawrence Flynn on his 
retirement, as an outstanding soldier and 
American. We wish him continued success in 
all his future endeavors. 

A SAL UTE TO THE ARTISTIC. DIS
COVERY WINNERS OF THE 21ST 
CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT 

HON. LOUIS STOKES 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 5, 1992 ' 
Mr. STOKES. Mr. Speaker, during the ·past 

few months, I, along with other Members of 
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Congress, have hosted the "Artistic Discov
ery" contest throughout the district in conjunc
tion with the 11th annual Congressional Art 
Competition for high school students. The con
test allows Members to join together to recog
nize the creative spirit of American high school 
students in a nationwide art competition. 

I am excited to be a part of an endeavour 
that is so very important to the development of 
our youth. I can proudly say that each piece 
of artwork from my district is of tremendous 
talent and ability. This year, artwork was re
ceived from 137 students representing 12 high 
schools. 

These students and their parents recently 
were honored at city hall in Cleveland Heights. 
1 am pleased that more than 150 people at
tended the reception, marking the end of a 
week long "Salute to Young Artists." 

The judges had a difficult time selecting this 
year's winner. In the end, Rayshawn Hunt, a 
senior from the Cleveland School of the Arts, . 
was selected as the winner. Rayshawn's elo- · 
quent oil painting titled "Masked Still Life" re
cently arrived in Washington where it will be
come part of a mosaic of culturally . diverse 
paintings from students nationwide. 

1 join my colleagues in looking forward to 
the official "Artistic Discovery" opening on 
June 23. I thank the principals and art instruc
tors from schools throughout my district who 
encouraged the students to participate. I also 
take this time to thank the "Artistic Discovery" 
judges as well as Cleveland Heights mayor 
Barbara Boyd and her staff for accommodat
ing us at city hall during the "Salute to Young 
Artists." 

Mr. Speaker, the walls of the Capitol are 
about to be masked with an array of culturally 
diverse paintings. Each one of these paintings 
represents the creative spirit of our youth. 
More importantly, these paintings will make 
the walls of the Capitol more beautiful. 

1992 ARTISTIC DISCOVERY COMPETITION 
PARTICIPANTS 

BEAUMONT SCHOOL 

Susan I. Ancheta, Amy K. Baker, Jennifer 
Blum, Beth Bodziony, Molly Burke, Accalia 
Calabrese, Polly Carran, Catherine 
Cavanagh, . Nicole D' Alessandro, Stephanie 
Darrah, Katie Entsminger, Sarah Fitz _Si
mons, Elizabeth A. Gephardt. 

Erin Gerling, Elizabeth A. Havach, Jen
nifer Hodson, Lori E. Indriolo, Keisha Jones, 
Karolyn Kohut, Karen E. Leach, Kara Lock, 
Suzy Lutjen, Claire Madden, Margaret Mann, 
Brandyn Manocchio, Ja'Nitta P. Marbury. 

Ruth Martin, Meghan Moore, Pamela 
Pritchard, Julie Rosenjack, Anna Sivak, 
Therese Strauchon, Ann Tinker, Marisa 
Tiroly, Mary Traverse, Christa Truzo, Amel
ia Vlah, Jamie Wilson. 

Art Teachers: Ellen Carreras and Sister 
Lucia; O.S.U. 

BEDFORD HIGH SCHOOL 

Robby Baker, 'Heather Beale, Angela Dan
iels, Carrie Dragan, Raymond Flauto, Marie 
Garrett Jerold James, Jacqueline Janoco, 
Stacie ' Jennings, Stacie - Main, Mark 
Polisena, Christopher Rivera, Melanie Ruple, 
Bethany Walker. 

Art Teachers: Robert Bush, Dagmar 
Clements and Andrew Rabatin. 

BELLEF AIRE SCHOOL 

Trach Alioa, Eric Carter, Patricia Cooley, 
David Derian, Heather Gabelman, Jeff Han
sen, Mark Hanuscin, Joel Koslosky, John 
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Mendelsohn, Nikki Rogers, Tabatha M. Sny-
der. · 

Art Teacher: Karen Mehling. 
CLEVELAND HEIGHTS HIGH SCHOOL 

Christopher Baldini, Lochen Brown, Corbet 
Curfman, Ann Havenhill, Sarah Lindley, Quy 
Tieu, Leah White, Meghan Wilson, Sarah 
Younkin. 

Art Teachers: Sue Hood-Cogan and William 
Jerdon. 

CLEVELAND SCHOOL OF THE ARTS 

Dang Huynh, Dana Jones, Rayshawn Hunt, 
Jason Johnson, Mai Ly. 

Art Teacher: Andrew Hamlett. 
COLLINWOOD HIGH SCHOOL 

Kenrick Bachelor, Michael Bush, Jules 
Latson, Marcella Long. 

Art Teacher: Jerry Dunnigan. 
EAST HIGH SCHOOL 

Marvin Colon, Aniya Frazier, Tiyana Mil
ler, Vanessa Nieves, Anthony Rogers, 
Neleeta Smith, George Zmich. 

Art Teacher: Jaunace Watkins. 
JOHN ADAMS HIGH SCHOOL 

Angelo Garner, Jerry Isler, Terrel McClain, 
Shannon Parker, Rawlin Roberts , Brenda 
Ruiz, Lequita Thomas, Angela Welsh. 

Art Teacher: Dale Lintala. 
JOHN HAY HIGH SCHOOL 

Xavier Franklin, Damon Hart, Jeffrey 
Janis, Maurice Leach, Jermaine Priester, 
Michael Ricco, Bobby Roberson, Albert 
Sims, Marquis Smith, Jermelle Thomas, 
Robert Whittingham, Zicarr Young. 

Art Teachers: Harriet Goldner, Kathleen 
Yates. 

SHAKER HEIGHTS HIGH SCHOOL 

Andrew Cameron, Iris Even, Kyle Norrie, 
Melanie Rider, Kaytee Schmidt, Stuart 
Spivack, Clay Weiner. 

Art Teachers: Malcolm Brown, James Hoff
man, Susan Weiner. 

SHAW HIGH SCHOOL 

Andrew 0. Bulgin, Richard Carr, Larzell 
Cowan, James Greenwood ill, Lisa Henry, 
Byron Hood, Abdur Jackson, John Martin, 
Kirsten Rivers, Sheron Schaffer. 

Art Teacher: Susan Lokar. 
WARRENSVILLE HEIGHTS HIGH SCHOOL 

Yakee Burns, LaMar Davis, Damon Jack
son, Matthew Jackson, Donald Morgan John
son ill, Donald Robertson, Matthew •Trenka. 

Art Teacher: James Evans. 

IT IS DANGEROUS TO BLINDLY AC
CEPT A .PEACEFUL WORLD AS 
FATE 

HON. GARY A. FRANKS 
OF CONNECTICUT 

IN THE HQUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 5,1992 
Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. Mr. Speaker, 

as we all know, we h·ave entered a new world 
with different boundaries and new leaders. 
Communism and the evil empire have been 
dismantled, in large part because of our policy 
of deterrence. Unfortunately, many• of my col
leagues are forgetting history and feel that our 
country is headed toward a world of peace 
and cooperation. Albeit that is an admirable 
goal for which we should all aim, but the fact 
remains that it is dangerous to blindly accept 
a peaceful world as fate;. , 

Perhaps the threat we now face does not 
seem as ominous a.s the .Soviet be~r. but it 
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clearly exists. In fact, in some ways it may be 
even more dangerous, in that it is not as eas
ily identifiable. After each war fought we have 
downsized our military to a point that has not 
enabled us to deter aggessors or participate in 
a conflict from a position of strength. Mr. 
Speaker, communism may be gone but we all 
know the weapons it built are not. We need to 
move forward with great caution and never 
forget our history lessons. 

Deterrence allowed us to avoid entering into 
a global nuclear war. Why not take those les
sons learned and apply them to our current re
structuring strategy? I agree that downsizing is 
necessary and is certainly an award we 
should claim from our recent victory over com
munism. However, I have to express my con
cern with the temptation to move closer and 
closer toward a dangerously hollow force by 
continuing to search for the illusive peace divi
dend. 

As a result of this historical moment, we 
faced a challenging job in the House Armed 
Services Committee this year. While we met 
that challenge in the committee I'm afraid that 
some of my colleagues were unable to rise to 
the challenge and a bill was passed that fails 
to maintain a position of strength. 

While I commend the committee for its in
crease in the Guard and Reserve by 49,050 
and the 3.7-percent COLA increase for mem
bers of our armed services, I am concerned 
with several amendments that passed. 
Amendments such as the ban on nuclear test
ing would interfere with our ability to maintain 
a safe, reliable nuclear arsenal that is critical 
to our deterrent. 

Further, the amendment that will reduce the 
defense budget by an additional $3.5 billion 
through a withdrawal of forces in Europe, 
Japan, or Korea is premature. The Secretary 
of Defense has already set forth a plan to re
duce our troops to 150,000 by the end of fis
cal year 1995. To increase the pace at which 
we draw down our forces would be a logistical 
nightmare not to mention a security risk. 

Both these amendments make it difficult to 
maintain a reliable and quality force. However, 
I am also pleased with Mr. KASICH's 
burdensharing amendment that passed. This 
is critical to encouraging a more cooperative 
world as well as alleviating some of the eco
nomic burden that the United States has car
ried since World War II. 

Perhaps the most important thing we ac
complished this year was the reinvestment 
package. As we do draw down the forces we 
cannot forget the proud men and women who 
helped us win the cold war, or the Persian 
Gulf war for that matter. Their award for cour
age and hard work should not be pink slips. 
Rather it should be assistance in finding new 
jobs. 

National security does not only come in the 
form of submarines and fighter jets. They are 
simply the tools that are produced by the 
American worker to deter and defend our 
country. Let's concentrate on maintaining a 
country with not only a strong deterrent based 
on military hardware, but also people. After all 
they are this country's largest asset. 
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CITRUS GROVE SCHOOLS' 
MENTORS LEARN AS THEY TEACH 

HON. ILEANA ROS.LEHTINEN 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 5, 1992 
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I want to 

call my colleagues' attention to an outstanding 
teaching program at Citrus Grove Elementary 
and Middle Schools. Under the Coca-Cola
sponsored Valued Youth Program, students at 
Citrus Grove Middle School are tutoring stu
dents at the Citrus Grove Elementary School 
next door. 

Twenty-five middle school students like 
Miguel Perez, Jazmin Rosario, and Rosemarie 
Vargas spend four hours each week teaching 
54 elementary students. The middle school 
mentors not only help the younger students 
learn, and reinforce their own knowledge of 
what they teach, but they learn an even more 
important lesson-responsibility. 

Twelve-year-old Sadiz Torres, for example, 
used to miss school more before she became 
a mentor for younger students. She explained 
the change by saying: "If I miss, my students 
ask me where I was and tell me I shouldn't be 
absent. It makes me feel good to know they 
miss me." Twelve-year-old Daniel Sarabia 
learned that teachers have a more difficult job 
than he had suspected. He and the other 
mentors work to improve their performance 
and abilities because they know kids like 7-
year-old Bryan Canales are depending on 
them. 

The Miami Herald published an article on 
this outstanding program, which I would like to 
include in the RECORD: 

MENTORING G IVES MIDDLE SCHOOLERS A 
CHANCE TO TEACH 

Giving kids a sense of responsibility- and a 
peek at the other side of the classroom- is 
what the Coca-Cola Valued Youth Program 
is all about. It pays middle school kids $4.25 
an hour to tutor elementary school children. 

The idea is to prevent both groups of kids 
from becoming future dropouts. The program 
was first used in San Antonio in 1984, and 
Citrus Grove is the first Dade school to try 
it. 

" It really gives the kids purpose, a reason 
to be at school every day," said Cleveland 
Roberts, work experience coordinator at the 
middle school, 2153 NW., Third St. "They 
know they're being depended on." 

Twenty-five middle school kids tutor 54 el
ementary school students. Because the 
schools are next door, the tutors walk to the 
elementary at 9 a.m. Monday through Thurs
day to spend an hour with their young 
charges. 

They talk with the first-grade teachers, 
who tell them what skills need to be worked 
on. The program, which started in October, 
is being evaluated continually, Roberts said. 
So far, the feedback has been good. 

" It benefits everyone," said Teresa Floyd, 
the first-grade department head at the ele
mentary school, 2121 NW., Fifth St. "You can 
see them forming a bond. When the tutors 
tell the kids to do their homework, they usu
ally do it. Sometimes it takes kids to reach 
other kids. One of the tutors even sent a note 
home to a student's parents. I think it's 
great. " 

So do the first-graders . 
" They're nice to me and they help me," 

said Bryan Canales, 7. "In math, they tell me 
how much something plus something is. " 
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The program is popular. 
"I have kids beating down the door to get 

in." Roberts said. " Our students have re
sponded well to what they 're doing. Some 
kids who would have skipped because they 
had a headache will be here, because they 
know the other students need their help." 

Sadiz Torres, 12, who said she "used to be 
absent a lot, " agrees " If I miss, my students 
ask me where I was and tell me I shouldn't 
be absent." She said, " It makes me feel good 
to know they miss me. '' 

Daniel, too, has a new perspective: "Know
ing I can help someone makes me feel better 
about myself. Now, instead of me looking up 
to someone, somebody looks up to me." 

Mr. Speaker, I commend Cleveland Roberts 
and Theresa Floyd of the Citrus Grove 
schools for making this program work. And I 
thank Coca-Cola for sponsoring this program. 
This is an example of the type of partnership 
with business and industry that can make our 
schools work for the next century. 

VALUES ARE IMPORTANT 

HON. CLYDE C. HOLLOWAY 
OF LOUISIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday , June 5, 1992 

Mr. HOLLOWAY. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate 
having the opportunity to speak today on an 
issue which I consider vitally important, essen
tial to the future well-being of our great Nation, 
a subject which we don't talk about often 
enough: there is no need as important as the 
need to strengthen family values. 

I believe strongly in the need to teach our 
children right and wrong. I believe strongly in 
the need to bring God and Judea-Christian 
ethics back into the lives and hearts of our 
children by bringing them back into our 
schools. Mr. Speaker, I am concerned about 
where we are going as a country. As a con
servative, family man, husband, and father, I 
believe there is nothing wrong and plenty right 
with trying to promote family values and fight
ing to block anything that threatens those val
ues. 

But instead of encouraging such values, the 
National entertainment media does just the 
opposite. Instead of family values, we see our 
traditions mocked. Spiritual conviction and per
sonal faith are portrayed as silly and outdated. 
Instead of respect for human life and dignity, 
our children are routinely exposed to stories of 
random sex, violence, and murder. Instead of 
promoting values our children can hold on to, 
certain segments of the media shock them 
with a celebration of immorality. 

That is why we cannot and will not ever re
treat from the positions we feel so strongly 
about. We simply cannot abandon the fight. 
We cannot sit idly by while society undermines 
responsibility and commitment. We cannot 
allow a superficial search for short-term pleas
ure to replace faithfulness and high ideals. 

America must return to the foundation which 
made us where we once were: a society 
which values respect, personal responsibility, 
commitment, truth, honesty, integrity, and 
character; a place where parents care and get 
involved, where teachers teach and children 
study and learn and recognize the wisdom of 
being the best they ~n be. Mr. Speaker, it is 
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time for more people to worry about standing 
up for what is right, and not worry so much 
about being politically correct. 

Vice President QuAYLE recently spoke about 
"poverty of values" in America. He was right 
on point. It does my heart good to see at least 
one conservative in Washington go on the of
fensive on these issues. It should happen 
more often. But when I think of a poverty of 
values, it makes me ask, What are our val
ues? What is important to us? What example 
do we want to set for our children? What kind 
of America do we want to leave them? 

The riots in Los Angeles and the constant 
violence on the streets of Washington, DC, 
point to a failure to teach and learn values and 
a breakdown of the family unit. But I don't ac
cept the idea that society failed those from 
broken homes and that we are all re13ponsible 
for causing the urban and domestic violence 
which has plagued certain places in this coun
try. Who should we blame for the riots? We 
should blame the rioters. Who should we 
blame for the killings? We should blame the 
killers. 

There is no simple answer to this social 
stagnation. But the moral cirsis in this country 
in many respects can be blamed on a system 
that discourages initiative and encourages fa
therless homes. And after spending millions 
upon millions of dollars, certain cities in our 
country are still plagued by crime, drugs, and 
illegitimacy. 

That is why it makes me angry when so
called conservatives do not take a stand with 
me on issues as fundamental as protecting 
the institution of marriage. I have introduced 
House Joint Resolution 480, which would nul
lify a recent action by the D.C. City Council. 
The bill passed by the D.C. City Council would 
recognize unmarried domestic partners of D.C. 
City employees for the purpose of extending 
health insurance benefits. I do not believe this 
Congress should be in the business of helping 
to provide to unmarried gay and heterosexual 
couples the same benefits we extend to mar
ried couples. Mr. Speaker, I am profamily and 
proud of it. The Congress, as a matter of pol
icy, should not equate gay and lesbian rela
tionships with the relationships between men 
and women in marriage. I do not believe the 
traditional marriage should be considered as, 
reduced to, simply another option. 

Mr. Speaker, I am a member of the House 
Select Committee on Children, Youth, and 
Families. If, when I leave here, people say 
that CLYDE HOLLOWAY did one thing to make 
American families a little stronger and a little 
better, then my time in this place will have 
been worthwhile. 

We won't correct these problems overnight 
because they did not come about overnight. 
But with a strong foundation, based on the 
principles we share with millions of people 
around this Nation, and the courage of a few 
good men and women molding public policy, 
we can set this country, our families, and our 
society back in the right direction. 
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ANOTHER LETTER 
THE NEED FOR 
HEALTH REFORM 

EXPLAINING 
NATIONAL 

HON. FORTNEY PETE STARK 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 5, 1992 

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I've received the 
following letter from a man in Florida that de
scribes the need for legislation to ensure that 
all Americans have health care coverage, re
gardless of employment status or age. 

I wish that I could promise him relief, but 
until the President changes his opposition to 
taxes and tough cost containment, there is no 
help. 

The letter follows: 
I was formerly employed by a Company 

who had been in business for 54 years, and 
which two years ago went out of business. 
With the closing my wife and I along with 
many others were left without Health cov
erage. At our age of 62, employment was very 
difficult to obtain. In order to protect our 
family we had to purchase very costly 
Health Insurance. We had been paying 
$7,956.00 per year for insurance for my wife 
and I. In February of this year I received a 
letter from my Insurance Company inform
ing me that our Insurance beginning in April 
of this would go up to $8,197.00 per year 
which reflects our current age which is 62. 
Three months later on May 15, 1992 we re
ceived another letter informing us that our 
policy would increase to $9,171.00 per year. 
These costs I think you will agree are pro
hibitive. By the time that my wife and I at
tain the age of 65, and eligible for Medicare 
the continued cost increases will be out of 
reason. We need your help. 

I along with many of my fellow employees 
support your Bill, proposing to lower eligi
bility for Medicare to age 62. We understand 
that taxes will have to be increased to sup
port this program, and we also support this. 

MORE TRUTH ABOUT 
PRORATIONING 

HON. JAMES H. SCHEUER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 5, 1992 

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Speaker, in response to 
the House passage of the Markey/Scheuer 
natural gas prorationing amendment to the en
ergy bill (H.R. 776), Lena Guerrero, chair
woman of the Texas Railroad Commission 
[TRC], insisted that Texas' prorationing regula
tions were not designed to raise prices. Chair
woman Guerrero, however, ignores the history 
of the TRC. 

The TRC is the State governmental agency 
charged with regulating oil and gas production 
in the State of Texas. It was founded at the 
turn of the last century. Two other members, 
James Nugent and former Representative Bob 
Krueger, serve on the board with Chairwoman 
Guerrero. 

In the early 1930's the east Texas oil fields 
were producing in large quantities. This, com
bined with the Depression, lead to extremely 
low gas prices. Producers tried to implement a 
voluntary shutdown in order to control output 
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and restore the price, but voluntary controls 
were not effective. "A dollar a barrel" became 
the rallying cry throughout the oil industry. 
Texas Governor Ross Sterling then sent in the 
Texas Rangers to physically prevent produc
ers from producing their oil. The TRC issued 
prorationing orders aimed at restricting output 
and raising prices, and enforced them at gun
point. Governor Sterling and the TRC were 
successful. Oil prices rose 700 percent. 

One student of the oil industry and the TRC 
actions of the 1930's was a Venezuelan by 
the name of Perez Alfonzo. Mr. Alfonzo was a 
minister who was arrested during the coup at
tempt of 1948 and later escaped to the United 
States. While in the United States he took up 
the study of the oil industry and focused on 
the TRC. 

After returning to Venezuela in 1956, Mr. 
Alfonzo took to the task of forming a global al
liance of oil producing nations. To assist him 
in his efforts, he hired a former TRC consult
ant to help implement a prorationing system 
on a worldwide basis. This alliance eventually 
became the Organization of Petroleum Export
ing Countries [OPEC]. When OPEC was 
formed Alfonzo had achieved his dream of the 
worldwide TRC. 

Chairwoman Guerrero is proud of the TRC's 
history of oil regulation and thinks the policies 
of the past can have valuable applications 
today in the natural gas industry. In a speech 
last January she stated: 

But to encourage exploration and develop
ment, we must assure every producer that 
they are guaranteed a reasonable oppor
tunity to a fair share of the current market 
by proration " similar to the system used 
with oil decades ago" (emphasis added). 

Chairwoman Guerrero may believe that cre
ating a second OPEC to control output and 
raise prices in the natural gas industry is a 
good idea, but I believe one OPEC is enough. 
When the House passed the Markey/Scheuer 
amendment it did the right thing. 

TRIBUTE TO BENJAMIN HAYES 

HON. SANDER M. LEVIN 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday , June 5, 1992 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, today 
rise to pay tribute to Benjamin Hayes, the 

deacon of Greater Grace Temple in Inkster, 
Ml, and a man who has worked tirelessly to 
improve his community. 

Whether he's organizing church programs, 
overseeing homes for the mentally retarded, 
or raising money so that local high school stu
dents can attend college, Mr. Hayes's energy 
has been faithfully channelled toward helping 
others. He has served as deacon for 25 years 
and been a role model to young African-Amer
icans. 

Born 1 of 12 children, Mr. Hayes was in
fused with a strong work ethic by his mother, 
Elmira. In turn, Mr. Hayes has passed on that 
work ethic to his four children, three of whom 
manage homes for the mentally retarded. 

A typical work week for Mr. Hayes involves 
12-hour days, 7 days a week. His devotion to 
community service stands as a shining exam-
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pie of how one committed person can truly 
make a difference in the lives of those around 
him. 

FORCED REPATRIATION OF 
HAITIAN BOAT PEOPLE 

HON. LUCIEN E. BLACKWELL 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 5, 1992 
Mr. BLACKWELL. Mr. Speaker, last night as 

I prepared to leave my office for the evening, 
I received a most troubling phone call from 
one of my constituents. A Philadelphia lawyer 
with Church World Services, who had just re
turned from Haiti, to witness the forced repatri
ation of these so-called economic refugees. 
My friends, the man spoke with a tremor in his 
voice, as he told a story that I must relay to 
you. 

After sailing on an overcrowded, raft for sev
eral days in temperatures of up to 100 de
grees, a woman of approximately 35 years 
with a 3-year-old child by her side, was asked 
to step off the Coast Guard Cutter which had 
just set shore at her native land. The woman 
then refused to leave the vessel and set foot 
back on the sands of her homeland. 

The terrified, yet strong woman would not 
move. Was it because this devastated country 
no longer resembled her homeland? Was it 
because she had already witnessed the beat
ings of children and elderly citizens at the 
hands of the Haitian military? Or was it be
cause she had just risked her and her young 
child's life to sail through shark-infested waters 
to the so called land of opportunity, only to be 
intercepted and sent back to the torn island 
nation? 

Well, Mr. -Speaker, the United States has a 
new policy in today's "new world order." The 
woman, with her child, was dragged off the 
boat, dragged across the dock, and then 
dragged into the repatriation station, as she 
screamed in harmonious agony with her 
young son. 

Many find this story shocking, yet it is now 
common practice. I am embarrassed, Mr. 
Speaker, because I am not sure which is more 
horrifying. The fact that the Haitian people are 
suffering atrocities at the hands of their 
unelected, oppressive military government? Or 
the fact that the U.S. Federal Government is 
playing the role of the bounty hunter, ruth
lessly capturing these brave souls on the path 
to freedom, and then forcibly sending them 
back for more suffering and hardship. 

Last Tuesday, a platoon of soldiers ruth
lessly beat and maimed a group of students 
who were gathering peacefully to protest the 
government. 

In addition Mr. Speaker, over 20 politically 
motivated killings at the hands of the Haitian 
military have been reported since May 21, and 
who knows how many have gone unreported. 

In light of these incidents, I find it utterly re
pulsive that the administration claims the Hai
tians who have fled their country are economic 
refugees. Well, Mr. Speaker, these so-called 
economic refugees are being beaten, killed, 
and arrested for no reason. 

If that doesn't qualify them for political asy
lum, then I don't know what does. 
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We must also address the grave crisis these 
people face when trying to obtain refugee sta
tus from the United States. The new United 
States, you know, the one with the barbed 
wire fence around the perimeter of the coun
try? 

It has been reported that any Haitian wish
ing to be granted refugee status must wait 
months, due to the fact that only 60 people 
can apply at the consulate each day. 

In my home city of Philadelphia there sits a 
bell, a liberty bell, which is a symbol to all the 
people of our great Nation. And on that bell 
there reads an inscription from the good book 
of Leviticus. "* * * And the inhabitants shall 
proclaim liberty throughout the land." 

Well, my friends, the time has come for us 
to recognize that we ourselves are not free to 
proclaim our liberty when we lock those out 
who wish to share the dream with us. 

CONGRATULATIONS TO RANDY 
GHAN, LABOR LEADER OF THE 
YEAR 

HON. RICHARD H. LEHMAN 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 5, 1992 

Mr. LEHMAN of California. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise before my colleagues today to congratu
late Randy Ghan for being selected as Labor 
Leader of the Year by the Central Labor 
Council, AFL -CIO Committee on Political Edu
cation. I would like to especially commend 
Randy for his dedication and commitment to 
furthering the goals and ideals of everything 
the labor movement embodies. This award 
serves as a great tribute to all the hard work 
and long hours that Randy has put in over the 
years. 

Randy's life has been characterized by a 
strong desire to change the status quo and to 
make the world a better place for the common 
person. His passion for helping people first 
materialized when he was a college student at 
Humboldt State University in the 1960's. Fol
lowing the violence at Kent State, Randy was 
instrumental in organizing protestors in non
violent protests. In fact, Humboldt State was 
recognized as one of three campuses nation
wide that best depicted the ideal organized 
student rebellion. 

Randy was introduced to the benefits of 
being a part of a union at an eary age. His 
maternal grandfather, the late Joe Sulko, was 
a 50-year member of the Carpenters Union, 
Local 701. In addition, after the painful divorce 
of his parents, his mother was employed as a 
retail clerk and was a member of the Retail 
Clerks Union, Local 1288. It was the fair 
wages and the health and welfare benefits re
ceived through her union membership that al
lowed her to provide a comfortable home for 
her family. 

Randy attended Fresno schools and is a 
graduate of Mclane High School. In high 
school, Randy was active in student govern
ment and the biology club and he earned a 
lifetime membership in the California Scholar
ship Federation. After 1112 years of studies at 
Humboldt State, Randy came back to Fresno 
to help his mother. He later enrolled at Califor-
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nia State University, Fresno, to complete his 
degree in political science and psychology. 
However, this goal was put aside after Randy 
was involved in a serious motorcycle accident. 
After an 8-month recovery time, and a large 
collection of medical bills for which he had no 
insurance, Randy decided he had no choice, 
he had to quit school and work full time. 

In June 1973, Randy found his first full-time 
job and his union career was on its way. He 
joined the American Beauty Macaroni Plant in 
Fresno as a lead maintenance operator in the 
Bakery, Confectionery and Tobacco Workers 
Union, Local 85. Randy worked at the plant 
only a short period of time when he realized 
conditions were seriously lacking. He began to 
speak up on employee issues and his advo
cacy earned him the plant's first shop steward 
position and an election to the negotiating 
committee. Exactly 2 years and 2 days after 
he went to work at the pasta plant, he was 
hired as an assistant business representative 
for the local union. He was only 23 years old. 

Randy credits the man who initially hired 
him, AI Platz, secretary-business representa
tive at Local 85, for having the foresight and 
vision to give him such a large responsibility 
and the subsequent opportunity to succeed. 

Over the last 17 years with the union, 
Randy has served as the chair of the maca
roni standing committee of the Western Con
ference and as an executive board member of 
the Western Conference. Today he is a trust
ee and serves as the senior assistant busi
ness representative of the local union. 

Randy has emerged as both a leader within 
the union community as well as in the commu
nity-at-large. He was appointed as a commis
sioner on the Fresno Delinquency Prevention 
Commission, the Economic Opportunities 
Commission and the Fresno County Housing 
Authority. He was a member of the now de
funct Valley Labor Citizen newspaper and 
served on the executive board of the Fresno 
Industrial Relations Research Association. He 
currently serves on the executive board of the 
Fresno-Madera Central Labor Council, is a di
rector of the Fresno Private Industry Council, 
is the secretary-treasurer and chief executive 
officer of the Fresno-Madera Central Labor 
Council, is the executive director of the 
Central Labor Council Displaced Worker Pro
gram, and the president of the Fresno-Medera 
Union Label Council. 

Needless to say, Randy is a busy man. 
However, he still finds time to get involved in 
many issues when the need arises. Through
out his life his philosophy hs been, "Just do 
it." In 1986, he had a tremendous desire to 
bring back the traditional Labor Day picnic that 
had been held in Fresno for many years. 
Through his vision, hard work, and organiza
tion the first picnic was an overwhelming suc
cess and the picnics has been held every 
Labor Day since. 

Through the relationships Randy developed 
while planning the Labor Day picnic, he saw a 
need to bring together both AFL-CIO and 
non-AFL-CIO affiliated groups. So, less than 1 
year after the first picnic, Randy founded 
COOL, the coalition of organized labor. He 
served as the group's first president until 1990 
and is proud of the organization's regular 
monthly meetings and topical speakers on 
labor events and issues of the day. 



13792 
When asked to reflect on his biggest ac

complishments as the secretary-treasurer and 
chief executive officer of the Fresno-Madera 
Central Labor Council, Randy cited the solid 
relationships that have been built among labor 
and the community. Are there more things that 
Randy would like to do? For those who know 
Randy, the answer could be nothing less than 
yes. In his own words he would like "to con
tinue to advocate the needs and aspirations of 
the working populace * * * and improve the 
plight of the working people." 

"Uncomfortable" was how Randy described 
how he felt about being honored as Labor 
Leader of the Year. He explains the source of 
his discomfort in this way, 
, I think it is our responsibility to see that 
a job needs to be done and to just do it. So, 
for attention to be drawn to me for what you 
just do, well, I'm very grateful, but I'm not 
comfortable. 

This attitude, this "just do it" demeanor is 
why Randy is the best choice for Labor Lead
er of the Year. His significant achievements 
and leadership in making our cqmmunity a 
better place for working people is why it is so 
easy to recognize Randy as the Fresno
Madera Central Labor Council, AFL -CIO 
Committee on Political Education Labor Lead
er of the Year. 

Randy's family, his spouse, Sharon Lois 
Hodson, chief financial officer of Utility Trailer 
Corp., daughters Tracy Jordan, 22, and Maria 
Jordan, 18, and grandson Issac Jordan, 20 
months, join all of us in saying, "Congratula
tions, Randy, and thank you." 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased and honored to 
rise before my colleagues today to recognize 
and pay tribute to the lifelong work of Randy 
Ghan. I congratulate him wholeheartedly. 

MISSILE DEFENSE ACT 

HON. JOHN M. SPRATI, JR. 
OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday , June 5, 1992 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, last year, when 
the House took the defense authorization bill 
to conference, we found that the Senate had 
passed a Missile Defense Act, which called for 
deployment of a ground-based ballistic missile 
defense [BMD] system by fiscal year 1996. 
There was no threat driving in fiscal year 1996 
initial operational capability [IOC], which a de
fense system deployed by then would counter, 
and there were unwanted consequences of 
imposing in fiscal year 1996 IOC for ground
based BMD at Grand Forks. 

First, the initial intercept system would have 
to be one layer, made up of all ground-based 
interceptors [GBI's], which are exo-atmos
pheric only. The endo-atmospheric interceptor 
[EIEI], simply could not be deployed by fiscal 
year 1996. The Missile Defense Act professed 
support for a fully effective, ground-based mis
sile defense system, but omitted any reference 
to one of the features every advocate of such 
a system has always insisted upon, namely, 
two layers: an exo-atmospheric interceptor 
and an endo-atmospheric interceptor. 

Second, if fiscal year 1996 had to be the 
deployment date, then the first GBI's deployed 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

had to be dem/val hardware, only a few of 
which would be up to IOC by fiscal year 1996; 
more, of course, would follow; but there would 
be no full-fledged system in place by fiscal 
year 1996. These dem/val GBI's would have 
great military utility, according to one contrac
tor, but they would not be all you want in a 
GBI. The sensors in particular would be sub
optimal, but ground-based systems would 
have one clear advantage over space-based 
systems: as components lfke sensors are per
fected, ground-based interceptors can be up
graded. Space-based systems, once deployed 
in space, cannot be upgraded from time to 
time and incrementally improved. 

Third, the initially deployed system would 
have minimal capability for mid-course dis
crimination, a requirement essential to a sin
gle-layer defense in which there is no room for 
error. In effect, mid-course discrimination 
would be postulated away, by assuming it is 
not a problem to be reckoned with in acciden
tal, unauthorized, or limited attacks. 

Fourth, initially, two ground-based radars 
[GBR's] would be needed: One at Grand 
Forks, another at Kwajalein for testing. If a de
ployment date in 1996 were imposed, the 
GBR's would probably have to use TWT rath
er than solid state electronics, which is not an 
operational disadvantage, but it would mean 
investing in one technology for the near term 
and another for long term. 

Fifth, in order for the ground-based systems 
to see over-the-horizon and to be cued on 
launch to the approximate coordinates of the 
incoming RVs, ground-based surveillance and 
tracking systems [GSTS] would be needed: 
several for testing and several more for de
ployment to assure that more than one could 
be launched in the face of an incoming attack. 
GSTS is an infrared sensor mounted a small 
rocket, used for acquiring and tracking RVs. 
GSTS is necessary because the GBR at 
Grand Forks has too high an hofizon, that is, 
it cannot see attacking missiles far enough 
away to do acquisition, tracking, and hand-off. 
BMEWs and PAVE PAWs can be technically 
adapted to perform the function, but possibly 
not within the limits of the ABM Treaty. The 
focal plane array for these and other sensors 
is still being selected and perfected, but this is 
said not to be a pacing item. GSTS hardware 
could be close to IOC by fiscal year 96, but its 
effectiveness will depend on algorithms and 
signal processing, all of which is based on the 
phenomenonology of RVs in mid-course, data 
that is still in short supply. The Missile De
fense Act, as passed by the Senate, took care 
to mention space-based sensors, known as 
Brilliant Eyes, which are not ready for near
term deployment, but omitted without expla
nation any mention of GSTS. 

Sixth, GSTS itself may not comply with the 
ABM Treaty; at the very least, it raises ques
tions the SCC should resolve. In articles lll(b) 
(2) and (3), the Treaty provides that both par
ties will not deploy ABM systems other than 
those expressly approved. Article Ill expressly 
approves "two large phased-array radars com
parable in potential" to those then being oper
ated or constructed and not more than "eight
een ABM radars" of lesser potential than the 
large phased-array radars. The GSTS is not 
space-based, because "if a weapon is lofted 
from an agreed ABM test range, so that it is 
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not placed in orbit but flies for a few minutes 
and then re-enters the atmosphere, it is not 
space-based." Still, Ashton Carter has written, 
"It is not possible to justify testing Probe 
[GSTS] to support a 1 00-interceptor deploy
ment at one site since it is not an allowed 
component of that system." So, even a 
ground-based system deployed at one site 
might not be treaty-compliant. 

Seventh, once the GBis and GSTS were 
deployed, a system would be in place that is 
capable of giving some protection against an 
accidental launch. The threat in such a case 
would presumably be no more than three mis
siles or 30 RVs, since a larger-scale launch by 
accident is extremely unlikely. This is how the 
Army's Strategic Defense Command rates a 
treaty-compliant system at Grand Forks. In its 
estimation, such a system would best protect 
against about 30 RVs coming over the north
ern polar region, which is probably the worst 
case scenario for an accidental launch out of 
the Soviet Union. Without E/EI and discrimina
tion, however, the protection would not be 
leak-proof. 

Eighth, space-based sensors-"Brilliant 
Eyes"-would give the missile defense system 
earlier acquisition and longer tracking time, but 
Brilliant Eyes are unlikely to be deployable be
fore 1998-2000, and they too raise questions 
under the ABM Treaty. 

Ninth, none of the above will work if battle 
management and system control and commu
nication [BM/C3] doesn't work, which makes 
B/MC3 a long pole in this tent. Since the soft
ware for battle management can't be finished 
until the hardware is developed, B/MC3 may 
be some way from perfection in fiscal year 
1996. 

Tenth, when all of these components are in 
place, and E/EI is added, 1 00 interceptors at 
Grand Forks will protect against an accidental 
launch-postulated as 30 RVs-but give only 
partial protection against a larger-scale unau
thorized attack-a boatload of SLBM's, for ex
ample. The additional protection can only be 
achieved by deploying defenses at several 
coastal sites; and this defensive system may 
give substantial, leakproof protection only if it 
can rise to the challenge of mid-course dis
crimination. 

What conclusions can we draw from the 
above? 

First, a fiscal year 1996 IOC should not be 
imposed. There is no threat today driving a fis
cal year 1996 IOC. The Third World threat will 
not have materialized by then; and any system 
in place by fiscal year 1996 would not be ca
pable of handling a deliberate, but unauthor
ized attack of some scale, say, a boatload of 
SLBM's. 

Second, if we establish any single thing 
about missile defense, it should be not a con
gressional IOC, but a congressional budget 
range for missile defense: the sum of money 
SDIO can reliably expect from Congress for 
the next 5 years, so that it can plan its pro
gram on a stable budget. 

Third, the defense budget will not accommo
date two systems, a ground-based system and 
a space-based system, being developed in ef
fect at the same time, though planned for de
ployment in phases. If we genuinely want to 
get as close as we can to a working ground
based system by 1996, the next phase has to 
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be cut deeply, some say cut out. I would not 
cut out Brilliant Pebbles, but I would limit fund
ing to phenomenology studies, sensor devel
opment, and signal processors, and postpone 
a development decision until we can make a 
practical assessment of the ground-based sys
tem. 

Fourth, an effective ABM/ALPS cannot be 
built within the constraints of the ABM Treaty. 
1 00 interceptors would be sufficient to combat 
an accidental launch, defined as no more than 
3 missiles or 30 RVs. But for national cov
erage, these interceptors would have to be 
committed at high altitudes. Without radar and 
space-based sensors, the footprint probably 
cannot be expanded to nationwide coverage. 
Therefore, if we want to go forward with a 
ground-based system with nationwide cov
erage, we should recognize that amendments 
will eventually have to be made to the ABM 
Treaty. Those amendments will almost cer
tainly have to address the allowance of extra 
sites and space-based sensors. 

The Armed Services Committee has borne 
these points in mind in deleting from the Mis
sile Defense Act any congressional IOC and in 
funding the Missile Defense Act for fiscal year 
1993, as explained in the following excerpt 
from the committee's report: 

REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE ON ARMED 
SERVICES 

SECTIONS 231-233-MISSILE DEFENSE PROGRAMS 

The committee notes that the Missile De
fense Act of 1991 directed the Secretary of 
Defense to develop a cost-effective and oper
ationally-effective initial ABM Treaty-com
pliant system for deployment "by the earli
est date allowed by the availability of appro
priate technology or by fiscal year 1996." 
However, SDIO Director Ambassador Cooper 
testified to the Research and Development 
subcommittee on May 6, 1992 that the ex
pressed goal of a fiscal year 1996 deployment 
date was not achievable, and that "we seek 
a limited operational capability at the first 
ground-based site in 1997." 

Rather than arbitrarily establishing fiscal 
year 1997 as the new target deployment date, 
the committee believes that the develop
ment program should proceed with the objec
tive of deployment at the earliest date al
lowed by the availability of appropriate 
technology. The committee therefore rec
ommends in section 233 deletion of the fiscal 
year 1996 target deployment date for an ini
tial ABM Treaty-compliant system. 

The issue, then, is what constitutes "ap
propriate technology." The committee notes 
that according to statements by SDIO offi
cials, the limited operational capability 
achievable in 1977 would involve the deploy
ment of ten operational prototypes of the 
Ground Based Interceptor (GBI), with addi
tional interceptors deployed in 1998. More
over, in order to achieve operational capabil
ity in 1997, GBI technology would have to be 
frozen to 1993. Ambassador Cooper testified 
to the Research and Development sub
committee on May 6 that "(t]his strategy for 
ground-based interceptors will cost perhaps 
$1 billion more in the long run" than the pre
vious year's schedule, which would have led 
to a deployment by 2000 rather than by 1997. 

The committee is concerned that the de
ployment of GBI operational prototypes, at a 
potential additional long-term cost of $1 bil
lion, may not represent "appropriate tech
nology," and is also concerned that this ac
quisition strategy may not be cost-effective 
and may not lead to an operationally-effec-
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tive system-additional criteria established 
by the Missile Defense Act of 1991 for the ini
tial ABM Treaty-compliant limited defense 
system. 

However, the committee intends to reserve 
final judgment on the appropriate acquisi
tion strategy pending the completion of a 
Defense Acquisition Board review of the 
SDIO program scheduled for the summer of 
1992. In this regard, within 30 days after com
pletion of the Defense Acquisition Board re
view of SDIO's proposed acquisition strat
egy, the Secretary of Defense shall report to 
the committee on the anticipated cost-effec
tiveness of this acquisition strategy and the 
operational-effectiveness of the limited de
fense system that would be established. 

The committee has also revised the Missile 
Defense Act to make clear that there is no 
mandate implied within it to abrogate or aban
don the Missile Defense Act; but in calling for 
an effective ground-based system, we recog
nize implicity, if not explicitly, that amend
ments to the Treaty may well be in order. 

In effect, we are restating the Missile De
fense Act to reemphasize its import. This act 
contains ambiguities, which result from com
promises, but in the main it points the way for 
ballistic missile defense to proceed. As I un
derstand it, and as I think a majority of us on 
the committee understand it, the Missile De
fense Act calls on the SOlO to concentrate its 
efforts and its resources on a ground-based 
ballistic missile defense system. It would ap
pear that SOlO reads the act in quite the 
same way, because its budget request for fis
cal year 1993 would fund only a bare-bones 
ground-based system, with only one layer of 
defense. SOlO would move forward with GBis, 
but not with EEls, and it would omit for the 
time being GSTS. At the same time that SOlO 
would pare these two elements that most ad
vocates of a ground-based system regard as 
essential, SOlO would generously fund Bril
liant Pebbles, and keep funds flowing for pe
ripheral systems of doubtful efficacy, such as 
space-based chemical lasers. The committee's 
bill rectifies those priorities by reducing the 
SOl budget to the amount needed to proceed 
with a ground-based deployment and by omit
ting the funds for Brilliant Pebbles altogether. 

With the committee's budget, and its report, 
support is not just more research, but deploy
ment of a ground-based ballistic missile de
fense system as a first-phase. We would defer 
decision on next phase until we can make a 
practical assessment of the first phase. At that 
point, the decision may be to upgrade the 
ground-based system with an endo-atmos
pheric interceptor, with added sites, and with 
GSTS or Brilliant Eyes; and then, the decision 
may be taken on Brilliant Pebbles, at a stage 
when we can decide if it is feasible and afford
able and necessary. 

TRIBUTE TO POLICE OFFICERS ED
WARD HARTMANN AND PHILIP 
FLAGG 

HON. JIM BACCHUS 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 5, 1992 

Mr. BACCHUS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
honor two fine police officers in my district 
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who lost their lives in the line of duty on May 
31' 1992. 

Sgt. Edward Hartmann and Officer Philip 
Flagg of the Satellite Beach Police Depart
ment were investigating a traffic stop early 
Sunday morning, when they were struck and 
killed by a drunken driver. 

This tragedy reminds us once again that our 
law enforcement officers put their lives on the 
line every time they answer a calL 

It reminds us, as well, of the senselessness 
of driving drunk and challenges us to do all we 
can to keep those who have had too much to 
drink off our streets. We need better edu
cation, especially for our youth; we need 
tougher laws, and tougher enforcement of 
those laws; we need to provide smaller com
munities with the resources to combat drunk 
driving. Most of all, we all need to take re
sponsibility for our own social behavior. 

The best way to honor Sergeant Hartmann 
and Officer Flagg is through the words of 
those who knew them best So I would like to 
enter into the RECORD a story by reporter John 
McAieenan from the June 1, 1992, edition of 
the Florida Today newspaper: 

[From the Florida Today, June 1, 1992] 
(By John McAleenan) 

The veteran. The rookie. A generation 
made them different, but a common passion 
joined them. They loved their jobs. They 
loved being cops. 

Edward Hartmann, at 37, had nothing more 
to prove. As a senior sergeant at Satellite 
Beach, his skills found many avenues. In the 
community, he was admired, trusted and 
counted upon-but mostly he was a friend. 
He never said "no" to anyone who needed 
help. 

Phil Flagg, at 22, still had worlds to con
quer-but not many. He was in a hurry to be
come the finest cop who ever graduated from 
Brevard Community College. If he were a 
pilot, he would be a "Top Gun." He absorbed 
new skills like a sponge-and volunteered to 
learn more. He was proudest when he wore 
his uniform. 

Each man worked to be the best police offi
cer Satellite Beach had to offer. Neither ex
pected to die on the side of a highway in the 
predawn hours of a lovely Sunday morning. 

The tragedy somersaulted the beachside 
town into communal mourning. The shock 
waves seeped into every restaurant, every 
gas station, every convenience store, every 
church, every home. 

Those who knew these men best spoke with 
love and a deep sense of loss. 

Paul Viollis, the law enforcement coordi
nator at BCC's Police Academy, had Phil 
Flagg tagged as a good cop right from the be
ginning. 

"He had all the ingredients," Viollis said. 
"He had the knowledge, the common sense 
and the compassion. It is rare you find that 
in someone so young. His potential was al
most endless in law enforcement." 

What made Flagg stand out, Viollis said, 
was his maturity and professionalism. "He 
was way above average. You could see him 
moving right up the ladder, serving the com
munity more and more. It's a devastating 
loss under any circumstances, but even more 
so because Phil had so much dedication ... 
so much desire. He always wanted to learn 
more." 

Viollis said Flagg just last week had com
pleted a class at BCC in emergency vehicle 
operations. "It's a course to teach officers 
how to operate their patrol cars in different 
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emergency situations. Phil was the top driv
er in the class. He was fast becoming the 
kind of cop that everyone wants fn their 
community." 

Longtime friend Wes Fayed suggests Ed 
Hartmann stood out because he just plain 
loved being a Satellite Beach police ser
geant. His cup was full. "He probably could 
have made lieutenant long ago. But he didn't 
have any ambitions for high rank. He liked 
being on the street. He liked being with the 
people." 

Fayed said Hartmann was the kind of cop 
who could chew you out one minute and be 
your friend the next. 

"Our families have been close for more 
than a decade now, and you get to know a 
person pretty well when you go camping 
with them and live on the same block with 
them. What I've come to know about Ed ... 
what made him special, was that he was al
ways fair. He treated everyone equal. Small 
things pleased him. His kids were just get
ting into Little League, and he was so much 
looking forward to that ... to working with 
them." 

Fayed said Hartmann's death will leave a 
void in the community-and elsewhere. ''I'm 
probably prejudiced, but I think Ed was one 
of the best cops in the whole state. He made 
a difference." 

As a lieutenantJparamedic with the Sat
ellite Beach Fire Department, Mike 
Whitaker frequently has come upon accident 
scenes both bloody and heartbreaking. None 
more so than early Sunday morning when 
his unit answered a call to an accident on SR 
AlA near the Ramada Inn. Two good friends 
were there. One was dead. One soon would 
die. 

"We heard that two officers were down 
while en route to the scene. I didn't know it 
was Ed and Phil until I got there. Nothing 
prepares you for that. Nothing. The only 
thing you can do is concentrate on what 
needs to be done. You try to block the per
sonal stuff out. You can't. But you try." 

Whitaker said the loss of the men cut 
through the heart of the department. "Ed 
had all this wonderful experience. He was 
dedicated. He knew the community real well. 
The community knew him just as well. 
Every police agency needs an Ed Hartmann. 
Officers like him are the backbone." 

As was a man like Phil Flagg. "He was the 
other half of the equation," said Whitaker. 
"A rookie who wanted to know ... wanted 
to learn anything and everything that would 
make him a better cop. He joined the Fire 
Department volunteers. We worked on rescue 
drills together. He came in many times on 
off-duty hours. When you see a young rookie 
that sincere, you know you are seeing a good 
cop in the making. 

"We will all be a long time recovering from 
a loss like this.'.' 

Charlie Palm, co-owner of The Cove, a pop
ular Satellite Beach restaurant, knows that 
is true. 

"I had a closeness with Ed," Palm said. 
"I've known him for five years or more. Any
time I had a problem, a burglar alarm, Ed 
was here. He used to look out for my wait
resses that came in at 5 a.m. to open the res
taurant. The girls are in shock. They knew 
both officers real well." 

Palm saw Ed Hartmann as a man who 
loved his work and enjoyed his life. "Some
times he would just come in to share some 
stories. He would tell me me about char
acters he ran into. I'd tell him about my 
characters. We'd talk baseball and football. 
They were both good men. Especially Ed. 
They are going to be hard to replace." 
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Sally Flagg, mother of Philip Flagg, knows 

that is true. How many kids have wanted to 
be a cop since they first put on a police uni
form at age 4? 

"That was always his dream," said Flagg, 
who flew from Massachusetts to Brevard 
with her husband and daughters late Sunday 
morning. "And it was a dream he never let 
die. Ever since he could walk and talk he 
wanted to be a policeman. " 

Arriving to attend a funeral Mass for their 
22-year-old son, Flagg said she and her hus
band had deep concerns about their son's 
safety in his chosen profession, but they put 
that aside to help with his dream. They 
knew he would make a wonderful police offi
cer. 

"When he got the Satellite Beach job we 
were not only proud, but also pleased he 
didn't take a job in Miami or someplace like 
that. What we found out, of course, is there 
are drunk drivers everywhere." 

The bright memories now, said Flagg, are 
of her son's Eagle Scout badges, his pilot's li
cense-and, of course, his police badge. 

"He graduated from a private military 
academy in Virginia-the Randolph Macon 
Academy," she said. "He left there an officer 
and gentleman. We are very proud of him. He 
wanted to come back to New England even
tually. Satellite Beach was just a place to 
get started. But, instead, that's where it 
ended." 

June Hartmann knows her son lived ex
actly where he wanted to live and was doing 
exactly what he wanted to do. In all that, he 
was a happy man. 

"He loved Satellite Beach, he loved people, 
he loved police work," said Hartmann. 
"Long, long ago there was a police chief in 
Indialantic that befriended him and then be
came his inspiration. He went to the acad
emy, and then he just kept getting better at 
being a police officer. He was a gregarious 
man, my son, and the work suited his na
ture." 

When Hartmann and her husband learned 
of the accident and its seriousness, they 
called on the Rev. David Page, pastor of Holy 
Name Catholic Church in Indialantic, to 
meet them at the hospital so Last Rites 
could be administered. There then were pray
ers for her son. And even prayers for the man 
who drove a truck into the rear of her son's 
patrol car. 

It is important to Hartmann that everyone 
know the sort of man her son had grown to 
be. "He was a man always eager to help oth
ers. He never said no to anyone who needed 
help. And that came from the heart-not the 
job." 

The veteran. The rookie. They loved being 
cops. 

TRIBUTE TO DR. ROBERT J. 
MITTMAN 

HON. GARY L. ACKERMAN 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 5, 1992 

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to bring to the attention of my colleagues the 
heroic actions recently taken by Dr. Robert 
(Bob) J. Mittman, a dedicated physician and 
community leader who hails from Bayside, NY. 

Bob Mittman's prompt and valiant efforts 
saved the life of a young woman who suffered 
a potentially fatal allergic reaction to food she 
ate aboard a New York-bound TWA jet. Bob 
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responded in a manner consistent with his 
Hippocratic oath, and answered the almost 
cliche cry, "Is there a doctor on board?". Bob 
provided the necessary medical attention to 
stabilize the woman's condition, enabling her 
to be safely transported from LaGuardia Air
port to Booth Memorial Hospital. I am happy 
to say that the woman fully recovered from her 
ordeal. Bob's action is not an isolated incident. 
Rather, Bob's dedication to his profession and 
to his community is emblematic of the commit
ment and energy that he has exhibited during 
the many years I have had the pleasure to 
know him. Bob answered the summons of a 
call for help and responded with the profes
sionalism that should be the standard. For 
this, I pay tribute to him. 

In addition to his growing medical practice in 
internal medicine, Dr. Mittman has found the 
time to coordinate community events in the 
Bayside area. Bob's devotion to civic action 
and leadership qualities were recognized by 
his classmates at Queens College of the City 
University of New York as he was elected to 
serve three conservative terms in the student 
senate. His tenure at the college culminated in 
his election as student body president in 1980. 
Bob currently serves as: a member of the 
board of directors of the Working Organization 
for Retarded Children and Adults, in Flushing; 
charter member of the Bayside Chamber of 
Commerce; and fundraiser for the Queens 
Chapter of American Lung Association. Bob's 
distinctions include his recognition as an hon
ored member of the Who's Who in Health and 
Medical Services and his being granted the 
American Medical Association's Physician 
Recognition Award. 

Mr. Speaker, Dr. Robert Mittman represents 
the attributes that each of us should emulate. 
I congratulate his mother, Tess; his brother, 
Neil; his sister Diane; and his fiance, Susan. 
I commend Bob for his efforts, both for his 
commitment to the healing arts and for his 
dedication to community action. 

IN RECOGNITION OF 
NECTICUT PUERTO 
RADE 

THE CON
RICAN PA-

HON. ROSA L. DeLAURO 
OF CONNECTICUT 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 5, 1992 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, on June 7, 
Puerto Ricans from all over Connecticut will 
gather in New Haven for their 28th annual 
statewide parade. This proud tradition began 
in my home city, and this year-thanks to the 
efforts of the parade's executive committee
the event returns, with officials coming all the 
way from Puerto Rico to participate. New 
Haven is also celebrating June 1-7 as Puerto 
Rican Heritage Week, which features many 
cultural festivities. During this special week, I 
would like to recognize the extraordinary 
achievements of Puerto Rican Americans, and 
to wish them well. 

Puerto Ricans have contributed greatly to 
America's work force, culture, and society; 
they have also maintained distinct, dynamic 
communities here in the United States. New 
Haven is home to one such flourishing com-
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munity. Puerto Ricans are an active presence 
not only within New Haven's Latino population 
but throughout the city. From their leadership 
in the Latino youth development organization 
to their importance in the Casa Otonal senior 
housing complex, Puerto Ricans are essential 
to life in New Haven, and a source of pride for 
all of us who live there. 

The father of New Haven's Puerto Rican 
community was Gumercindo del Rio. Known 
as Gumpe, he was a compassionate advocate 
for his people, and an outstanding leader. 
Over 40 years of activity, Gumpe was instru
mental in heightening Puerto Ricans' visibility 
and participation in government and politics in 
the Elm City. He successfully advanced their 
role in New Haven and in Connecticut. 

As New Haven celebrates the achievements 
of people like Gumpe, and as it hosts the an
nual parade, let us pay tribute to the Puerto 
Ricans who so enrich life in our country. 

GREATER MIAMI JEWISH FAMILY 
SERVICE HELPS CRIME VICTIMS 

HON. ILEANA ROS.LEHTINEN 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 5, 1992 
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I would 

like to call my colleagues' attention to the Sen
ior Crime Watch and Victim's Assistance Pro
gram run by the Jewish Family Service of 
Greater Miami. Each year this volunteer pro
gram helps 2,400 elderly people recover from 
muggings or burglaries. 

According to social worker Magali Amador, 
the programs counseling and assistance pro
grams are often more important to elderly peo
ple because they are more likely to be injured 
in an attack, and recover more slowly than 
younger people. Volunteer coordinator Ileana 
Martinez sends volunteers to help clients re
ferred by police departments but, because 
many police departments are too busy to sort 
their reports and pass them on to volunteer 
programs, she regularly dispatches volunteers 
like Harry Mizrahi to find the reports and bring 
them back. 

The Miami Herald published an article on 
this outstanding program which I would like to 
include in the RECORD: 

VOLUNTEERS REACHING OUT TO ELDERLY 
CRIME VICTIMS 

(By Angie Muhs) 
Every year, the Senior Crime Watch and 

Victims' Assistance Program helps about 
2,400 elderly people recover from the trauma 
of being mugged or finding their homes bur
glarized. 

It's one of the largest caseloads the agency 
has had, but social workers suspect there are 
many more victims, than they ever hear 
about. That's one of the reasons the pro
gram, which is run by Jewish Family Service 
of Greater Miami, is seeking more volun
teers to counsel, comfort and even help find 
victims. 

Older victims need more help after a crime 
than other victims, social worker Magali 
Amador said. Because they may be more 
frail or have more brittle bones than young
er victims, they are much more likely to be 
injured in an attack. Even if they aren't 
physically hurt, they often need months to 
recover from the emotional trauma. 
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"They become very fearful, and they often 

feel it was their fault, that they weren't 
alert enough," Amador said. "They just en
close themselves for fear of being victimized 
again." 

To try to help, the program contacts crime 
victims over 60 to ask if they need anything. 
Volunteers also will counsel victims who re
quest it. In some cases, if the person was in
jured during the crime, volunteers will run 
errands until the victim recovers. 

Some crime victims on fixed incomes may 
qualify for free security devices, such as win
dow bars and better locks, for their homes. 

Amador said she has gotten more calls re
questing help in the past few months. Older 
people make good targets for criminals be
cause they often follow regular routines, are 
more vulnerable and often are reluctant to 
prosecute, she said. 

Lately, muggers also have become more 
violent, Amador said. 

"They used to run, snatch the purse and 
keep running," she said. "Now, they run and 
snatch their purses, then push them to the 
ground and kick them, too." 

Ileana Martinez, the program's volunteer 
coordinator, said many clients are referred 
by police departments that forward copies of 
all reports involving an older victim. 

But many other departments don't have 
time to sort reports and pass them along. In 
those cases, volunteers look for the relevant 
reports. But there aren't enough volunteers 
to go to every police department, she said. 

The program has only nine active volun
teers, Martinez said. She would like to have 
at least 21. 

Volunteer Harry Mizrahi, who picks up po
lice reports from the Miami Beach police 
station at least twice a week, has never been 
a crime victim. But crime is one of the big
gest fears of many neighbors in his Sunny 
Isles condo, he said. 

"When I went this morning, I picked up 30 
or 40 police reports with people over 60," said 
Mizrahi, who is 80. "There's crime left and 
right these days." 

Mr. Speaker, I commend the Jewish Family 
Service of Greater Miami for their outstanding 
service to the community through the Senior 
Crime Watch and Victim's Assistance Pro
gram. 

MODERATION IN THE PURSUIT OF 
S&L ACCOUNT ABILITY IS NO 
VIRTUE; EXTREMISM IN DE
FENSE OF THE TAXPAYER NO 
VICE 

HON. JIM LEACH 
OF IOWA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 5, 1992 

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, the Washington 
Post reported yesterday that the U.S. Govern
ment's efforts to recover money from individ
uals responsible for the savings and loan bail
out are being hampered by internal politics 
within the Resolution Trust Corporation. 

According to the Post article, experienced 
litigators who have been responsible for the 
agency's professional liability cases have been 
removed or replaced. The article also sug
gests that those attorneys being replaced are 
those more advocative of suing directors and 
officers of failed thrifts than senior manage
ment. 
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It is alarming to read that the United States 

is not vigorously pursuing every legal avenue 
to hold accountable those responsible for the 
biggest financial blunder of this century. 

Every $1 the RTC recovers from crooked or 
negligent directors is $1 less the taxpayer will 
have to pay for the savings and loan debacle. 

If there is a case for vigorous legal interven
tion in the American economy today, it is to 
develop precedent that the taxpayer cannot be 
robbed with impunity from the corporate 
boardroom. 

Moderation in the pursuit of accountability is 
no virtue; extremism in defense of the tax
payer no vice. 

In this regard, Congress is not without fault. 
For over 1 year it has let languish an adminis
tration proposal to extend the time period for 
filing lawsuits against thrify executives. The 
good news is that the vast majority of insol
vent thrifts have been sold, restructured, or 
closed; the bad news is that the statute of limi
tations to recover lost funds from the manage
ment of failed thrifts is expiring. 

The catch-22 for America is obvious: it is 
hard for a politically sensitive Congress to 
support an RTC which isn't vigorous in its law 
enforcement commitment; likewise, it is hard 
for a money-strapped RTC to function effec
tively if Congress continues to refuse to pro
vide the resources necessary to fulfill its task. 

A compromise solution is obvious: the RTC 
should agree to rededicate its efforts to hold 
accountable those in the private sector guilty 
of wrong-doing; in turn, Congress should ex
tend the statute of limitations and, more impor
tantly, provide the resources necessary to for
tify the deposit insurance system and thus 
close the door on the greatest public policy 
mistake of the century. 

Congress has an obligation not only to criti
cize, but act. 

TRIBUTE TO PROTEUS 

HON. CALVIN DOOLEY 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 5, 1992 

Mr. DOOLEY. Mr. Speaker, in 1967, Pro
teus was formed in Tulare County, CA, as a 
program to meet the growing need for adult 
education and job training assistance for farm
workers in the State's Central Valley. On May 
8, 1992, Proteus will celebrate its 25th anni
versary by honoring the spirit and support of 
the many individuals who have added to the 
continued growth and presence of the agency. 

Proteus was created by the Tulare County 
Community Action Agency to help address the 
growing poverty level in the region. In the be
ginning, Proteus provided English language, 
adult literacy, and vocational training for poor 
adults. 

In the years to come, Proteus developed 
other programs to help incorporate the needs 
of non-farm workers, as well as migrant and 
seasonal farmworkers, and refugees. As the 
functions of Proteus changed and grew, the 
focus of the agency underwent various adap
tations as well. The need for family counseling 
became a priority for rural communities, and 
related services such as money management, 
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family maintenance and parenting classes 
were provided. 

Pilot programs for the youth in rural commu
nities have also become a priority for Proteus. 
Recent efforts have been made to re-establish 
a summer youth employment and training pro
gram. 

Today, the services of Proteus have ex
panded throughout a four-county area includ
ing Kings, Kern, Fresno, and Tulare counties. 
This success can be attributed not only to the 
efforts of the participants, but to the support of 
the employers, community support and the 
dedicated Proteus staff. 

I ask my colleagues to join me as I rise 
today to salute the endeavors of the many 
people behind Proteus, and to extend to them 
our hopes for another successful 25 years. 

SOCIAL SECURITY BENEFITS 
FAIRNESS ACT 

HON. BOB CLEMENT 
OF TENNESSEE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 5, 1992 

Mr. CLEMENT. Mr. Speaker, each year 
thousands of our older Americans lose their 
spouse. More times than not their spouse has 
spent the last months of his or her life in the 
hospital or under doctor's care, resulting in 
large hospital bills and associated expenses. 
In addition, the cost of prescription drugs con
tinues to rise and the average costs of funeral 
services and arrangements now exceed 
$4,000. 

Because the majority of our older Americans 
are on a fixed income and live month to 
month, the spouse or next of kin of the de
ceased is often left with an enormous financial 
burden. To compound this situation, current 
Social Security statutes require that a benefits 
check be returned in full in the event that the 
recipient dies before the end of the month. 
The consequence is that the surviving spouse 
or next of kin must return money which has al
ready been spent. For example, under current 
law, if a man dies on May 31 his wife or next 
of kin must return the entire amount of the 
May benefits check. How then must the sur
viving spouse or next of kin pay the medical 
bills, electric bill, the gas bill, and other ex
penses that accrued over the previous month. 

I feel this is a grave injustice and places our 
most vulnerable individuals at a di5advantage 
during a time of great need. Other Gvvern
ment benefit programs award full or partial 
benefits for the month in which the beneficiary 
dies. For example, individuals receiving SSI 
are awarded the full benefit for the month in 
which they die, regardless of whether they die 
the first or last day of the month. This is not 
a giveaway. Our seniors have paid into the 
system, and it is absurd that a few days, or in 
some cases a few hours, should preclude 
someone from receiving benefits to which they 
are rightfully entitled, and which they need. 
There must be a better way. 

Mr. Speaker, the bill which I am introducing 
today seeks a better way. Under my bill, a 
person would receive a prorated portion of the 
monthly benefit for the month in which he/she 
dies. The bill establishes a formula by which 
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benefits are more equitably distributed than 
under current law. 

The formula creates a fraction using the 
number of days in the month the denominator 
and the day of the month in which the individ
ual dies as the numerator. If a man died on 
May 30, under current law the entire benefit 
awarded for the month of May would have to 
be returned. Under my bill, the man's wife, or 
next of kin, would be entitled to 30/31, or 97 
percent, of the benefit awarded for May. 

Mr. Speaker, my bill provides much needed 
assistance to a surviving spouse, or next of 
kin, at a time of great need. Assistance which 
they are entitled to as a contributor to the So
cial Security system. 

CONGRATULATIONS TO ILLINOIS 
POWER ON EDISON A WARD 

HON. GLENN POSHARD 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday , June 5, 1992 
Mr. POSHARD. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 

bring to the attention of my colleagues the re
cent presentation of the electric utility indus
try's highest honor-the Edison Award-to Illi
nois Power, which is headquartered in Deca
tur, IL. 

This is a prestigious national awad-the 
electric industry's "Oscar"-and I salute Illinois 
Power Chairman Larry Haab and the Illinois 
Power employees for this outstanding accom
plishment. 

The 22d District includes much of Illinois 
Power's service territory, and I am pleased 
that it is home to so many Illinois Power em
ployees. Southern Illinois is also proud of the 
fact that it produces a lion's share of the Illi
nois coal that provides energy for Illinois Pow
er's electric facilities. 

This is no ordinary award. The Edison 
Award is given only once each year to only 
one utility by the Edison Electric Institute, the 
association of investor-owned electric utilities 
whose members generate about three-quar
ters of the Nation's electricity. This honor is 
accorded to the electric company whose ac
complishments contribute the most to the 
growth and development of the industry. In 
short, it is a highly coveted and competed for 
award. 

More importantly there wasn't really a single 
winner of the Edison Award this year-all 
5,400 of Illinois Power's employees were win
ners as were Illinois Power's 500,000-plus 
customers. That's because the Edison Award 
was given for Illinois Power's work in cham
pioning a new model for working with cus
tomers and employees. In particular, Illinois 
Power was cited for its "comprehensive pro
gram that truly places the customer at the very 
focus of company business philosophy" and, 
among other things, for the company's three
pronged program to simultaneously engage 
employees in a cooperative partnership. 

This is a win-win-win proposition for Illinois 
Power employees, its customers and for Illi
nois. I applaud Chairman Haab and his em
ployee partners for their hard work in making 
Illinois Power, not only the winner of the Edi
son Award, but the turnaround company of 
American utilities. 
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MONSIGNOR DONALD A. 
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HON. PAUL E. KANJORSKI 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 
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Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to pay tribute to a remarkable community lead
er from my district, Monsignor Donald A. 
McAndrews. 

Monsignor McAndrews' career spans more 
than 30 years, beginning with his ordination in 
1954. After serving several assistant 
pastorships, in 1962, Father McAndrews ac
cepted a challenge which would become his 
life's work. He became the executive director 
of Catholic Social Services of Wyoming Valley. 
Dedicated to serving the human needs of this 
area, one of the monsignor's first accomplish
ments as director was to cofound Ecumenical 
Enterprises, an interfaith program which pro
vides housing for low-to-moderate income 
families and the elderly. The list of Monsignor 
McAndrews' projects is nearly endless. Some 
of the most notable are: Project HEAD, help 
experienced adults develop, which today 
serves approximately 5,000 senior citizens; 
the Bridge, a youth services advocacy agency; 
the Court Advocate Program; Big Brothers/Big 
Sisters; Prison Counseling Program, and St. 
Vincent de Paul Kitchen. During the aftermath 
of Hurricane Agnes in 1972, which flooded 
much of northeastern Pennsylvania and forced 
thousands from their homes, Monsignor 
McAndrews helped provide assistance to more 
than 18,000 families as a member of the flood 
recovery task force. 

On June 10, the community will gather to 
commemorate the career of this dedicated 
public servant. Monsignor McAndrews has dis
played tireless dedication and service to the 
area over the years and his community-mind
ed spirit is an example we should all follow. It 
is because of these qualities and his many 
others that we honor him upon the occasion of 
his retirement from the Catholic Social Serv
ices organization. I am proud to consider Mon
signor McAndrews a personal friend, and all of 
us in northeastern Pennsylvania are most for
tunate to have him among us. 

CANADIAN GOVERNMENT INTER
FERES WITH AMERICAN JUDI
CIAL SYSTEM 

HON. RALPH M. HALL 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, June 5, 1992 

Mr. HALL of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to bring a very grave matter to your atten
tion. The Canadian Government is trying to 
interfere with our American judicial system. 

In 1975, Stanley Faulder brutally murdered 
an elderly school teacher from Gladewater, 
TX, in cold blood. He entered her home at 
gunpoint, beat her with a blackjack, and bound 
and gagged her. Then, for the next hour, he 
pilfered her house while she remained terri
fied, a hostage in her own home. Before leav
ing, Mr. Faulder rummaged through the kitch-
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en drawers and found a butcher knife. He 
plunged the knife through her chest and left it 
there. 

The murder took more than 2 years to 
solve. Finally, justice was done, and Stanley 
Faulder was convicted of the brutal murder of 
Inez Phillips and sentenced to die. The verdict 
was later thrown out on a minor technicality, 
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but then another jury found him guilty and 
handed him the death sentence once again. 

But now the Canadian Government is inter
fering where it doesn't belong. Rather than let 
the verdict of two separate American juries 
stand, Canadian External Affairs Minister Bar
bara McDougall has asked Texas Governor 
Ann Richards to grant clemency to this con
victed murderer. 

13797 
Stanley Faulder doesn't deserve clemency. 

And the Canadian Government has no busi
ness questioning the judgment of our Amer
ican judicial system. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge you and my colleagues 
to admonish the Canadian Government for 
interfering where it does not belong. 
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